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SUMMARY 
 A. Administrative Action 

(  ) Environmental Impact Statement 
(X) Environmental Assessment 
(  ) Finding of No Significant Impact 
(  ) Section 4(f) Evaluation 

 
 B. Additional Information 
Additional information pertaining to this project may be obtained by contacting either: 
 
Mr. Bruce Grey Ms. Denise King 
Deputy Director Environmental Specialist 
Office of Planning and Preliminary Engineering Federal Highway Administration 
State Highway Administration 10 South Howard Street, Suite 2450 
707 North Calvert Street Baltimore, Maryland  21201 
Baltimore, Maryland  21202 Hours:  8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. 
Hours:  8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Phone:  (410) 962-4440 
Phone:  (410) 545-8500  
 
 
 C. Description of Proposed Action/Purpose and Need 
The purpose of the MD 295 Project Planning Study is to improve the existing capacity, traffic 
operations, and safety of MD 295 and to enhance Hanover Road as a secondary access to the 
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport (BWI) and surrounding areas.  
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) are the lead agencies for the project.  Cooperating agencies include the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) and Maryland Aviation 
Administration (MAA) are cooperating agencies. 
 
Improvements in the study area are needed to address rapid growth and traffic volumes in one of 
the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel County.  Large developments such as Arundel Mills 
Mall and the BWI Business District have all contributed to increased traffic volumes in the area.  
Due to the expansion of private and government facilities in the area, a heavier traffic demand 
will be placed on MD 295 as well as Hanover Road, which is a major cross road to Stoney Run 
Road.  BWI is a major facilitator of economic growth not only in the immediate area but also in 
the entire Baltimore-Washington D.C. Metropolitan Region.  Over the past fifteen years, 
passenger volume has more than doubled and is forecast to continue to grow. 
 
 D. Alternatives Considered 
The project involves widening MD 295 from a four-lane roadway (two through lanes in each 
direction) to a six-lane roadway with three through lanes in each direction. The additional width 
would include a twelve foot travel lane with a ten foot shoulder constructed within the median of 
MD 295 in each direction, from south of the MD 100 interchange to north of the I-195 
interchange.  The northern limit of the MD 295 widening would tie into another MD 295 project 
(SHA project number AA351_21) from I-195 to just south of I-695, which is pending 
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advertisement.  In addition to widening MD 295, the project involves a new interchange at 
Hanover Road, a range of improvements to Hanover Road, and direct access ramps connecting 
Stoney Run Road and MD 170. 
 
Alternatives considered include the following: 

• Alternative 1 – No-Build 

• Alternative 3 – MD 295 widening, compressed diamond interchange, and Hanover Road 
improvements on the existing alignment 

• Alternative 3A – MD 295 widening, compressed diamond interchange, and Hanover 
Road improvements on a relocated alignment 

• Alternative 4 – MD 295 widening, single point urban interchange (SPUI), and Hanover 
Road improvements on the existing alignment 

• Alternative 4A – MD 295 widening, SPUI, and Hanover Road improvements on a 
relocated alignment 

• Alternative 7 – MD 295 widening, loop ramp, and Hanover Road improvements on a 
relocated alignment 

• Alternative 8 – MD 295 widening, diverging diamond interchange, and Hanover Road 
improvements on a relocated alignment 

 
 E. Summary of Environmental Impacts 
Table S-1 contains a comparative summary of impacts associated with the No-Build and each of 
the six build alternatives.  These impacts are briefly described below. 
 

• The build alternatives would have no impact on public utilities, schools, churches, or 
health care facilities. 

• A maximum of three to four residential displacements would occur with each build 
alternative. 

• A maximum of 15 Maryland Aviation Adminstration (MAA) parcels would be affected, 
requiring 12.1 to 15.7 acres of right-of-way, depending on the build alternative. 

• The build alternatives may increase traffic on Hanover Road, but would improve traffic 
flow in the community of Hanover. 

• The project would improve the level of service of MD 295 and enhance access to and 
regional connectivity with BWI. 

• Direct impacts to an undeveloped portion of Patapsco Valley State Park would range 
from 2.85 to 3.23 acres among the build alternatives. 

• The direct access ramps between Stoney Run Road and MD 170 would impact 
approximately 0.15 acre of the BWI Trail. 

• There are no historic standing structures affected by the build alternatives. 

• The build alternatives may impact one or more potential archeological resource sites. 
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• The build alternatives would directly impact varying amounts of wetlands, waterways, 
floodplains, and hydric and farmland soils. 

• The build alternatives would result in approximately 27.6 acres to 30.7 acres of new 
impervious surfaces. 

• There are 30 sites with potential for hazardous materials that could be affected by the 
build alternatives.  Depending on the area required for acquisition, further investigations 
of some or all of these sites could be required and would be conducted prior to 
acquisition. 

• The State/National Ambient Air Quality Standards would not be exceeded by the build 
alternatives. 

• Some noise sensitive areas would experience build year noise levels equal to or 
exceeding noise abatement criteria as a result of the build alternatives. 

• The project would have no secondary and no major cumulative effects on socio-
economic, cultural, or natural environmental resources. 
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 Table S-1. Summary of Impacts. 
Alternative 

1 3 3A 4 4A 7 8 

RESOURCES 
No-Build 

Compressed 
Diamond w/ 

Existing 
Hanover 

Road 
Alignment 

Compressed 
Diamond w/ 
Relocated 
Hanover 

Road 
Alignment 

SPUI w/ 
Existing 
Hanover 

Road 
Alignment 

SPUI w/ 
Relocated 
Hanover 

Road 
Alignment 

Loop Ramp 
w/ Relocated 

Hanover 
Road 

Alignment 

Diverging 
Diamond 

w/ 
Relocated 
Hanover 

Road 
Alignment 

Socio-Economic Environment 
1. Displacements        
    a. Residential  (No.) 0 4 3 4 3 3 3 
    b. Business/Commercial (No.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2. Properties/Resources Affected        
    a. Residential (No.) 0 11 9 10 9 8 9 
    b. MAA-owned Parcels (No.) 0 15 14 15 14 14 14 
    c. Other Business/Commercial (No.) 0 23 23 23 24 22 25 
    d. Religious Facility/School (No.) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
    e. Parkland/Recreation Areas (No.) 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 
    f. Historical/Archeological (No.) 0 3 3 3 3 3 3 
3. Right-of-Way Required        
    a. Residential (Acres) 0 13.20 13.80 12.81 13.84 11.98 13.62 
    b. MAA-owned Parcels (Acres) 0 12.42 15.40 12.42 15.45 15.95 15.45 
    c. Other Business/Commercial (Acres) 0 34.41 31.60 34.42 33.52 36.97 31.29 
    d. Religious Facility/School (Acres) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
    e. Parkland/Rec Area (Acres) 0 2.97 2.86 3.23 2.90 2.85 2.97 
Total Right-of-way Required (Acres) 0 63.00 63.66 62.88 65.71 67.75 63.33 

Natural Environment 
1. Prime Farmland Soils (Acres) 0.00 9.58 11.29 9.86 12.12 12.44 9.04 
2. Wetlands (Acres) 0.00 3.68 4.05 3.72 4.12 3.64 4.25 
3. Stream (Linear feet)1 0 14,986 14,250 15,050 14,436 12,850 13,315 
4. Impervious Surface (Acres) 0.0 27.6 29.6 28.8 30.7 29.4 29.0 
5. 100-yr Floodplain (Acres) 0.00 6.15 6.64 6.42 6.96 8.41 6.96 
6. Forest (Acres) 0.00 36.66 34.23 37.49 34.47 33.20 33.41 
Cost Estimates 
Construction (millions of dollars) 0 $166-$176 $178-$188 $171-$181 $185-$195 $185-$195 $187-$197 

1 Total stream impacts include all perennial, intermittent, and ephemeral channels, and unclassified culverts. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM 
 
The following Environmental Assessment Form is a requirement of the Maryland Environmental 
Policy Act and Maryland Department of Transportation Order 11.01.06.02.  Its use is in keeping 
with the provisions of 1500.4(k) and 1506.2 and 1506.6 of the Council of Environmental Quality 
Regulations, effective July 31, 1979, which recommend that federal, state and local procedures 
be integrated into a single process to reduce duplication. 
 
The checklist identifies specific areas of the natural and social-economic environment that have 
been considered while preparing this Environmental Assessment (EA).  The reviewer can refer to 
the appropriate section of the document, as indicated in the “Comment” column of the form, for 
a description of specific characteristics of the natural or social-economic environment within the 
proposed project area.  It will also highlight any potential impacts, beneficial or adverse, that the 
action may incur.  The “No” column indicates that during the scoping and early coordination 
processes, a specific area of the environment was not identified to be within the project area or 
would not be impacted by the proposed action. 
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Improvements to MD 295 (Baltimore Washington Parkway) from 
MD 100 to I-195, and Hanover Road from High Tech Drive in Howard County to MD 170 

(Aviation Boulevard) in Anne Arundel County 
Project # AA372A11 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM Yes No Comments 

A. Land Use Considerations 

1.    Will the action be within the 100-year flood plain? X  See Section III.E.3. 

2.    Will the action require a permit for construction or 
alteration within the 50-year flood plain? 

 X  

3.    Will the action require a permit for dredging, filling, 
draining or alteration of a wetland? 

X  See Section III.E.2.c. 

4.    Will the action require a permit for the construction or 
operation of facilities for solid waste disposal, including 
dredge and excavation spoil? 

 X  

5.    Will the action occur on slopes exceeding 15%?  X  

6.    Will the action require a grading plan or a sediment 
control permit? X  See Section III.E.1. 

7.    Will the action require a mining permit for deep or 
surface mining?  X  

8.    Will the action require a permit for drilling a gas or oil 
well?  X  

9.   Will the action require a permit for airport construction?  X  

10.  Will the action require a permit for the crossing of the 
Potomac River by conduits, cables or other like 
devices? 

 X  

11.  Will the action affect the use of a public recreation area, 
park, forest, wildlife management area, scenic river or 
wildland? 

X  See Section III.A.6.e 

12.  Will the action affect the use of any natural or manmade 
features that are unique to the county, state, or nation?  X  

13.  Will the action affect the use of an archeological or 
historical site or structure? X  See Section III.D. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM Yes No Comments 

B. Water Use Considerations 

14.  Will the action require a permit for the change of the 
course, current, or cross-section of a stream or other 
body of water? 

X  See Section III.E.2. 

15.  Will the action require the construction, alteration, or 
removal of a dam, reservoir, or waterway obstruction? 

 X  

16.  Will the action change the overland flow of storm water 
or reduce the absorption capacity of the ground? 

X  See Section III.E.2. 

17.  Will the action require a permit for the drilling of a 
water well? 

 X  

18.  Will the action require a permit for water appropriation?  X  

19.  Will the action require a permit for the construction and 
operation of facilities for treatment or distribution of 
water? 

 X  

20.  Will the action require a permit for the construction and 
operation of facilities for sewage treatment and/or land 
disposal of liquid waste derivatives? 

 X  

21.  Will the action result in any discharge into surface or 
sub-surface water? 

X  See Section III.E.2. 

22.  If so, will the discharge affect ambient water quality 
parameters and/or require a discharge permit? 

 X  

C. Air Use Considerations 

23.  Will the action result in any discharge into the air? X  See Section III.F. 

24.  If so, will the discharge affect ambient air quality 
parameters or produce a disagreeable odor? 

 X  

25.  Will the action generate additional noise, which differs 
in character or level from present conditions? 

X  See Section III.G. 

26.  Will the action preclude future use of related air space?  X  

27.  Will the action generate any radiological, electrical, 
magnetic, or light influences? 

 X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM Yes No Comments 

D. Plants and Animals 

28.  Will the action cause the disturbance, reduction, or loss 
of any rare, unique or valuable plant or animal? X  See Section III.E.4 and 5. 

29.  Will the action result in the significant reduction or loss 
of any fish or wildlife habitats?  X  

30.  Will the action require a permit for the use of pesticides, 
herbicides or other biological, chemical, or radiological 
control agents? 

 X  

E. Socio-Economic 

31.  Will the action result in a preemption or division of 
properties or impair their economic use? 

X  See Section III.A.4.b. 

32.  Will the action cause relocation of activities, structures, 
or result in a change in the population density or 
distribution? 

X  See Section III.A.4.b. and 
Section III.C.1. 

33.  Will the action alter land values?  X  

34.  Will the action affect traffic flow and volume? X  See Section I.C and Section 
III.G. 

35.  Will the action affect the production, extraction, 
harvest, or potential use of a scarce or economically 
important resource? 

 X  

36.  Will the action require a license to construct a sawmill 
or other plant for the manufacture of forest products? 

 X  

37.  Is the action in accord with federal, state, regional, and 
local comprehensive or functional plans, including 
zoning? 

X  See Section III.C.2. 

38.  Will the action affect the employment opportunities for 
persons in the area?  X See Section III.B.2 and III.B.3. 

39.  Will the action affect the ability of the area to attract 
new sources of tax revenue? X  See Section III.B and III.C.1. 

40.  Will the action discourage present sources of tax 
revenue from remaining in the area, or affirmatively 
encourage them to relocation elsewhere? 

 X  
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM Yes No Comments 

41.  Will the action affect the ability of the area to attract 
tourism?  X  

E. Other Considerations 

42.  Could the action endanger public health, safety, or 
welfare?  X  

43.  Could the action be eliminated without deleterious 
affects to the public health, safety, welfare, or the 
natural environment? 

 X  

44.  Will the action be of statewide significance?  X  

45.  Are there any other plans or actions (federal, state, 
county, or private) that, in conjunction with the subject 
action could result in a cumulative or synergistic impact 
on public health, safety, welfare, or environment? 

 X See Section III.I. 

46.  Will the action require additional power generation or 
transmission capacity? 

 X  

47.  This agency will develop a complete environmental 
affects report on the proposed action. 

X  See Environmental Assessment 
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I. PURPOSE AND NEED 
A. Project Location and Description 

The Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) is studying improvements to MD 295 from 
MD 100 north to I-195, a distance of approximately three miles (Figure I.1).  The study also 
includes a new grade-separated interchange at Hanover Road and a range of improvements along 
Hanover Road from High Tech Drive east to MD 170 (Aviation Boulevard), a distance of 
approximately 1.5 miles.  Ninety percent of the project area is in northeastern Anne Arundel 
County, while the remaining western-most 10 percent is in Howard County. 
 
The proposed project would widen MD 295 from a four-lane roadway (two through lanes in each 
direction) to a six-lane roadway with three through lanes in each direction.  The additional width 
would include a 12-foot travel lane with a 10-foot shoulder constructed within the median of 
MD 295 in each direction, from south of the MD 100 interchange to north of the I-195 
interchange.  The northern limit of the MD 295 widening would tie into another MD 295 project 
from I-195 to just south of I-695. 
 
The proposed project would create a new MD 295 interchange at Hanover Road and upgrade 
Hanover Road to a four-lane divided roadway.  The upgrade would begin at High Tech Drive (a 
two-lane roadway) at its intersection with Hanover Road.  From High Tech Drive, Hanover Road 
would be straightened and widened into a four-lane divided roadway up to its terminus at Ridge 
Road.  The project would extend Hanover Road eastward beyond Ridge Road to Old Stoney Run 
Road, ultimately connecting it with MD 170 (Aviation Boulevard) at the easternmost end of the 
study area.  Other proposed improvements along Hanover Road include a 20-foot median, a 12-
foot inside lane, a 16-foot outside lane to accommodate bicyclists, and five-foot sidewalks on 
both sides of the roadway. 
 

B. Purpose of the Project 
The purpose of the project is to improve the existing capacity, traffic operations, and safety of 
MD 295, and to enhance Hanover Road as a secondary access to the Baltimore/Washington 
International Thurgood Marshall Airport (BWI) and surrounding areas.  Currently I-195 serves 
as the primary access to BWI and related service areas.  By improving MD 295 and Hanover 
Road, the project will improve connectivity between the Baltimore and Washington metropolitan 
regions as it relates to BWI and will support existing and planned economic development in and 
around BWI. 
 

C. Need for the Project 

The need for improvements in the study area is due to rapid growth and high traffic volumes in 
one of the fastest growing areas of Anne Arundel County.  Large developments such as Arundel 
Mills Mall and the BWI Business District have all contributed to increased traffic volumes in the 
area.  BWI is a major facilitator of economic growth, not only in the immediate area but in the 
entire Baltimore-Washington D.C. metropolitan region.  BWI serves the fourth largest consumer 
population and travel market in the United States.  Over the past fifteen years, passenger volume 
has more than doubled and is forecast to continue to grow according to the Coordinated 
Transportation Vision for the BWI Region.  The BWI Business District is also expected to grow 
dramatically. 
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À

Anne Arundel
County

Howard
County

Baltimore
County

Baltimore City

Prince Georges

M
ap

 D
oc

um
en

t: 
(X

:\P
ro

je
ct

s\
P

69
2C

\M
ap

pi
ng

\E
A

\F
ig

I_
1R

eg
V

ic
M

ap
.m

xd
)

5/
29

/2
00

7 
--

 7
:1

3:
07

 A
M

Roads

Waterways

County Boundary

Project Area

MD 295 Improvements
From MD 100 to I-195 and Hanover Road from
High Tech Drive in Howard County to MD 170
(Aviation Boulevard) in Anne Arundel County

AUGUST 2007

Regional Map

FIGURE I.11 inch equals 9,000 feet



MD 295 Project Planning Study  Environmental Assessment 

I-3 

Recent BWI service expansion has begun to use Stoney Run Road for service support operations.  
One example of this is a recently built consolidated rental car facility.  In addition, state 
government services such as the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and Maryland 
Aviation Administration (MAA) have expanded their facilities in the area.  Due to the expansion 
of private and government facilities in the area, a heavier traffic demand will be placed on 
MD 295, as well as Hanover Road, which is a major cross road to Stoney Run Road.  Both the 
expansion of MD 295 to six lanes and the provision of a new interchange at Hanover Road were 
identified in the 2004 Highway Needs Inventory and identified as a priority by Anne Arundel 
County in its 2003 and 2005 priority letters. 
 
MD 295, also known as the Baltimore Washington Parkway, is classified as an urban 
freeway/expressway with full access control (a limited access four-lane divided freeway).  The 
freeway is a major north-south route between the Baltimore and Washington D.C. metropolitan 
regions.  MD 295 is also a major access connector to BWI from both the Baltimore and 
Washington D.C. metropolitan regions.  Hanover Road is classified as a two-lane, undivided 
minor arterial that provides service to both airport-related and local traffic. 
 
BWI has completed its $1.8 billion expansion program and conditionally approved Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) forecasts show approximately 33 million annual passengers 
being served by BWI by the year 2020.  BWI currently serves approximately 20 million annual 
passengers and generates over 60,000 vehicle trips per day in the terminal core area alone.  It is 
estimated that BWI expansion and related development may generate in excess of two million 
vehicle miles of travel per day in the surrounding area.  Recent growth has already caused certain 
roadways to operate at near capacity conditions. 
 
At the request of MDOT, SHA performed a traffic study to assess both short and long term 
growth on the roadway network around BWI.  The analysis revealed that many intersections in 
the area would fail based on travel demand forecasts for the year 2025.  The study findings and 
recommendations were consistent with the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board’s long 
range plan for roadway improvements in the study area.  The BWI Coordination Committee 
suggested additional improvements based on the traffic study.  Among the recommended 
improvements are the expansion of MD 295 from two lanes to three lanes in both directions from 
MD 100 north to I-695, a new interchange at Hanover Road, and reconstruction and widening of 
Hanover Road from High Tech Drive east to MD 170. 
 
The MDOT Secretary officially announced funding for the MD 295 planning study on 
November 18, 2004, and the planning phase began in January 2005.  Since then, multiple 
meetings have been held with stakeholders, and a public workshop was held in January 2006.   
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II. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
A. Alternatives Presented to the Public at the Alternatives Workshop 

SHA considered a full range of alternatives during the initial planning stages of the project.  At 
the January 22, 2006 Alternatives Public Workshop, six build alternatives and the No-Build 
Alternative were presented to the public.  Three build alternatives (Alternatives 3, 4 and 7) and 
the No-Build Alternative were retained for detailed study, and three build alternatives 
(Alternatives 2, 5 and 6) were dropped from further consideration.  Subsequent to the 
Alternatives Public Workshop, three additional alternatives were developed (Alternatives 3A, 4A 
and 8), as well as direct access ramps from southbound MD 170 onto Stoney Run Road and from 
Stoney Run Road to southbound MD 170.  The direct access ramps were incorporated at the 
request of several team members, including the MAA.  The ramps will be needed in the near 
future to alleviate traffic congestion.  Additional growth in the area and lack of alternate access 
to destinations off and near the intersection will cause the intersection to fail within the next five 
years.  An analysis of the feasibility of including the direct access ramps as part of the study was 
distributed to the MD 295 Interagency Group on April 24, 2007 (Appendix B, page 65).  
 
All of the build alternatives include the widening of MD 295 as well as improvements along 
Hanover Road.  The existing MD 295 mainline would be widened to six lanes along the inside of 
the roadway from south of the MD 100 interchange to north of the I-195 interchange.  A 12-foot 
lane and a 10-foot shoulder would be added to the inside of the existing roadway, providing three 
12-foot lanes, a 10-foot inside shoulder and a 12-foot outside shoulder in each direction.  
Hanover Road would be upgraded to a four lane roadway (two lanes in each direction), 12-foot 
inside lanes and 16-foot outside lanes to accommodate bicyclists.  It would include a 20-foot 
median, a 10-foot hiker biker trail on the north side and a five-foot sidewalk on the south side 
between High Tech Drive in Howard County and Corporate Center Drive in Anne Arundel 
County.  Hanover Road would also be extended east beyond Corporate Center Drive / New 
Ridge Road as a four lane undivided roadway with a 10-foot hiker biker trail on the north side.   
 
The build alternatives differ among the interchange proposed at MD 295 and Hanover Road as 
well as three different alternative alignments for Hanover Road.  Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 6 keep 
Hanover Road on its existing alignment.  Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7 and 8 relocate Hanover Road 
approximately 200 feet south of the existing alignment whereas Alternative 5 relocates Hanover 
Road north of the existing alignment. 
 
The description of the alternatives dropped from further consideration (Alternatives 2, 5 and 6) 
along with the reason they were dropped from further consideration are provided below. 
 
Alternative 2: Partial Cloverleaf Interchange 
Under this alternative a partial cloverleaf interchange would be built at MD 295 and Hanover 
Road.  This interchange uses loop ramps to accommodate heavy movements onto MD 295.  This 
enables major turning movements to be made by right turn entrances and exits.  This alternative 
was originally developed to avoid what was thought to be parkland in the southwest quadrant. 
 
The disadvantage of the partial cloverleaf interchange is that it requires relatively large areas of 
right-of-way (ROW).  Moreover, investigations revealed that no parkland exists in the southwest 
quadrant. 



MD 295 Project Planning Study  Environmental Assessment 

II-2 

 
Alternative 5: North Alignment of Hanover Road with Compressed Diamond Interchange 
Under this alternative a compressed diamond interchange would be built at MD 295 and Hanover 
Road.  This alternative would relocate Hanover Road to the north of the existing alignment.  
Similar to alternative 2, this alternative was originally developed to avoid what was thought to be 
parkland in the southwest quadrant. 
 
The disadvantages of Alternative 5 include the potential for future queuing between signals and 
it presents the highest impacts to natural resources on the northwest quadrant of any of the 
proposed interchanges.  Moreover, preliminary investigations revealed that no parkland existed 
in the southwest quadrant, and the Stakeholder’s Group expressed little support for the 
alternative. 
 
Alternative 6: Extended Loop and Half Diamond Interchange 
Alternative 6 was developed in response to the new park boundary and wetlands in the vicinity 
of the proposed interchange.  This interchange provides no ramps on the northwestern quadrant 
of the interchange to minimize impacts to the park and wetlands as well as the residential area 
also in that quadrant.  A loop ramp is introduced on the southwestern quadrant of the interchange 
to allow movements to and from southbound MD 295.  The loop ramp was designed in a 
horseshoe shape in order to avoid longitudinal impacts to a stream in the area.  A one way 
directional ramp is proposed on the northeast and southeast quadrants to allow movements to and 
from northbound MD 295. 
 
While this alternative would provide a secondary access to BWI, it would have relatively high 
impacts to residences and businesses.  It also would require more ROW and higher construction 
costs than Alternatives 2 through 7. 
 
Option 1: Hanover Road North Option 
The Hanover Road North Option would follow the existing roadway alignment keeping the 
intersection of Hanover Road and Ridge Road at its current location.  The alignment would 
extend eastward to merge into Old Stoney Run Road. 
 
The North Option would have greater impacts to adjacent property owners than the Hanover 
Road South Option, and would require bifurcating a property east of Ridge Road.  This option 
also would present potential access issues to existing businesses at the intersection of Hanover 
Road and Ridge Road.  Finally, the existing alignment would keep the roadway close to the 
Maryland Aviation Administration (MAA) wetland mitigation site north of Hanover Road.   
 

B. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
Alternative 1: No-Build 
The No-Build Alternative consists of routine maintenance and spot improvements to the existing 
roadways.  Minor improvements would occur as part of normal maintenance and safety 
operations.  The No-Build Alternative does not address the Purpose and Need for the project, it 
does serve as a baseline for comparing the impacts and benefits associated with the other build 
alternatives. 
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Alternative 3 – Compressed Diamond Interchange 
Under this alternative a compressed diamond interchange would be built at MD 295 and Hanover 
Road.  Ramps to and from MD 295 would meet Hanover Road at signalized intersections on 
either side of MD 295 (Figures II.2 and II.8). 
 
Alternative 3A – Compressed Diamond Interchange with relocated Hanover Road 
Under this alternative Hanover Road would be relocated approximately 200 feet south of the 
existing alignment and a compressed diamond interchange would be built at MD 295 and 
relocated Hanover Road.  Ramps to and from MD 295 would meet Hanover Road at signalized 
intersections on either side of MD 295. 
 
Alternative 4 – Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) 
Under this alternative a single point urban interchange (SPUI) would be built at MD 295 and 
Hanover Road (Figures II.4 and II.8).  While similar to traditional diamond interchanges, SPUI 
ramps curve inward and meet at a single traffic signal below or underneath the bridge, allowing 
opposing left turning movements to occur simultaneously. 
 
Alternative 4A – Single Point Urban Interchange with relocated Hanover Road 
Under this alternative Hanover Road would be relocated approximately 200 feet south of the 
existing alignment and a single point urban interchange (SPUI) would be built at MD 295 and 
relocated Hanover Road (Figures II.5 and II.8).  While similar to traditional diamond 
interchanges, SPUI ramps curve inward and meet at a single traffic signal below or underneath 
the bridge, allowing opposing left turning movements to occur simultaneously. 
 
Alternative 7 – South Alignment of Hanover Road with Loop and Half Diamond 
Interchange 
Under this alternative a loop ramp would be built in the southwestern quadrant of the interchange 
to allow movement from southbound MD 295 (Figures II.6 and II.8).  One way directional ramps 
would be built on the northeast and southeast quadrants to allow movements to and from 
northbound MD 295.  No ramps would be built in the northwestern quadrant of the interchange 
to avoid impacts to the parkland, wetlands as well as the residential area in the quadrant. 
 
Alternative 8 – Diverging Diamond Interchange 
Under this alternative a diverging diamond would be built at MD 295 and Hanover Road.  The 
diverging diamond interchange switches traffic at the ramp terminals, over to the opposite side of 
the roadway within the interchange (Figures II.7 and II.8).  This promotes left-turn movements 
and eliminates the left-turn signal phase improving the efficiency of the interchange.  This traffic 
pattern improves capacity and minimizes the length of the queues which can normally cause 
failure within a diamond interchange. 
 
Option 2 - Hanover Road South Option 
The Hanover Road South Option would minimize the number of curves by relocating the Hanover 
Road and Ridge Road intersection approximately 300 feet south of the existing location.  This option 
was incorporated into the Hanover Road alignment for all of the alternatives retained for detailed 
study. 
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III. EXISTING ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACTS 
This section describes the existing conditions in the study area and the potential impacts of the 
proposed improvements to MD 295 and Hanover Road.  The categories presented affect relevant 
environmental disciplines identified in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 771, “Environmental Impact and Related Procedures,” Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) Order 1050.1E, Environmental Impacts: Policies and 
Procedures, FAA Order 5050.4B, National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Implementing 
Instructions for Airport Actions, and all other appropriate Federal, State, and local laws. 
 

A. Social Characteristics 
A socio-economic inventory was conducted as part of the MD 295 Study and is summarized in 
the following narrative.  For additional details, refer to the MD 295 Community Effects 
Assessment Technical Report (SHA 2007a).   
 
The inventory involved the identification of communities, community facilities, and commercial 
and industrial facilities within the study area.  In addition, data regarding population, ethnicity, 
economics, and other demographics, which were available through the US Census Bureau’s 
Census 2000, were compiled and evaluated.  Data were collected at the census tract level.  The 
census tracts that encompass the study area are depicted on Figure III.1.   
 

1. Population and Housing 
Table III-1 shows population statistics for the State of Maryland, Anne Arundel County, Howard 
County, and the study area.  Approximately 10 percent of the population in the study area is over 
age 65, also approximating the state and county percentages.  Less than one percent of the area’s 
population is considered to be below the poverty level, which is lower than the state and county 
percentages.  The percent of persons within the study area with one or more disabilities is 21, 
within the range of the percentages for Anne Arundel and Howard Counties.  The study area’s 
population is composed primarily of persons classified as White (88 percent). 
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Table III-1: Population Characteristics, 2000. 

Characteristic 
State of 

Maryland 
Anne Arundel 

County 
Howard 
County Study Area 

Total Population 5,296,486 489,656 247,842 4,766
Projected Population for 2030 7,022,251 567,600 321,100 n/a
%Male / %Female 48/52 50/50 49/51 50/50

Percent of Population 65 Years and Older 11 10 7 10

Percent of Population in Poverty1 9 5 4 1

Median Household Income $52,868 $61,768 $74,167 $60,9492

Percent of the Population with One or 
More Disabilities 28 23 18 21

White 64% 81% 74% 88%
Black 28% 14% 14% 6%
American Indian <1% <1% <1% <1%
Asian/Pacific Islander 4% 2% 8% 3%
Other 2% 1% 1% 2%

Racial 
Distribution 

Two or More Races 2% 2% 2% <1%
% Population of Hispanic Origin3 4 4 3 1
% Minority 36 19 26 13

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000; U.S. Census Bureau, Interim State Population Projections, 2005. 
1Poverty and Income data based on 1999 census sample data 
2Average of the median incomes for the Census Tracts after they were weighted by population 
3Population of Hispanic Origin can be of any race 
 
Table III-2 gives the housing statistics for the State of Maryland, Anne Arundel County, and 
Howard County.  Information on the housing characteristics for the study area has not been 
included due to changes in the census tract boundaries between 1990 and 2000. 
 
Table III-2: Housing Characteristics. 

Characteristic State of Maryland Anne Arundel County Howard County 
Housing Units in 1990 1,849,414 157,194 72,583
Housing Units in 2000 2,145,283 186,937 92,818
Percent change from 1990 to 2000 16 19 28

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 1990 and 2000; U.S. Housing Market Conditions Summary  
 

2. Environmental Justice 
Executive Order (EO) 12898 “Federal Actions to Address the Environmental Justice in Minority 
and Low-Income Populations” was signed on February 11, 1994 (commonly referred to as 
environmental justice).  The EO requires the assessment of disproportionately high and adverse 
human health and environmental effects on minority and low-income populations resulting from 
proposed federal actions.  The EO reaffirms the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 
1964 and related statutes, emphasizing the incorporation of those provisions with existing 
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planning and environmental processes. EO 12898 adds low-income to the list of populations that 
should be investigated to ensure that they are not excluded from the benefits of the project or 
subjected to discrimination caused by federal programs, policies, and activities. 
 

a) Methods 
Baseline demographic information at the census block group level was obtained from the 2000 
U.S. Census to identify preliminarily the locations of minority and low-income populations.  The 
block group data was compared to overall project area totals to identify concentrations of 
minority and low-income populations. 
 
Low-income is defined as persons whose median household income is at or below the 
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) poverty guidelines.  The poverty guidelines 
issued by the DHHS are abstracted from the original poverty thresholds updated each year by the 
U.S. Census Bureau.   
 
Minority means a person who is identified as: 

• Black (a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa) 
• Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or 

other Spanish culture origin, regardless of race) 
• Asian American (a person having origins in any of the original peoples of the Far East, 

South East Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands) 
• American Indian and Alaskan Native (a person having origins in any of the original 

people of North America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal 
affiliation or community recognition)  

 

b) Findings 
Census 2000 data shows that the median household income for the study area block groups is 
higher than the DHHS poverty guidelines for the year 2006, and the percent of the population in 
poverty for Anne Arundel County and Howard County census block groups was five percent and 
four percent, respectively (Table III-1).  The percentage of the population in poverty for the 
study area was less than one (0.7) percent (Table III-3).  Six of the eight census tract blocks have 
zero percent of the population below the poverty level.  The other two census tract block groups 
have 28 and less than one (0.3) percent of the population below the poverty level.  Of these, only 
one is above the study area average.   
 
As identified through U.S. Census data and shown in Table III-1, approximately 13 percent of 
the study area population is part of a minority group.  This is lower than the average percentage 
of minorities for Anne Arundel County (19 percent) and Howard County (26 percent).  Two of 
the eight census tract block groups within the study area contain zero percent minority 
population (Table III-3).  The remaining six census tract block groups range from 10 percent 
minority to 59 percent minority.  Three of these contain a higher percent minority population 
than the averages for Anne Arundel and Howard Counties. 
 
The state and county governments, area schools, local churches, and community groups that 
were contacted did not identify any minority or low-income communities or groups within the 
study area. 
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c) Impacts 
Based on a review of the census data, there are three census block groups that potentially have 
Environmental Justice populations.  One block group (Census Tract 7506 Block Group 3) 
contained a meaningfully greater percent in poverty (28.0 percent versus 0.7 percent for the 
average of all block groups in the study area).  This block group, as well as Census Tract 7506 
Block Group 4 and Census Tract 7507 Block Group 2, contained meaningfully greater (defined 
as greater than five percent of the study area average) percent minority populations.  Although 
there are potential minority or low income populations within the study area based on the census 
data, no specific populations were identified within the area of impact or displaced properties.  
Additionally, the impacts are not expected to be disproportionate because the proposed roadway 
improvements are applied relatively equally throughout the project area.   
 
None of the alternatives currently under consideration are expected to result in a negative impact 
to elderly or handicapped individuals.  Access to the senior centers and assisted living facilities 
in the study area vicinity would not be affected by the build alternatives. 
 
Title VI Statement 
It is the policy of the SHA to ensure compliance with the provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964, and related civil rights laws and regulations which prohibit discrimination on the 
grounds of race, color, sex, national origin, age, religion, or physical or mental handicap in all 
SHA projects funded in whole or in part by the FHWA.  The SHA will not discriminate in 
highway planning, highway design, highway construction, right-of-way acquisitions, or 
provision of relocation advisory assistance.  This policy has been incorporated in all levels of the 
highway planning process in order that proper consideration may be given to the social, 
economic, and environmental effects of all highway projects.  Alleged discriminatory actions 
should be addressed for investigation to the Equal Opportunity Section of the SHA, to the 
attention of Ms. Jennifer Jenkins, Director, Office of Equal Opportunity, 707 North Calvert 
Street, Mail Stop C-406, Baltimore, Maryland 21202. 
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Table III-3: Racial and Ethnic Makeup of the Census Tract Block Group (BG) Populations (2000). 

  Study 
Area 

Census 
Tract 

6012.01 
BG 2 

Census 
Tract 

6012.02 
BG 3 

Census 
Tract 
7505 
BG 3 

Census 
Tract 
7506 
BG 1 

Census 
Tract 
7506 
BG 2 

Census 
Tract 
7506 
BG 3 

Census 
Tract 
7506 
BG 4 

Census 
Tract 
7507 
BG 2 

Population  4,766 3,153 950 158 52 194 93 162 4 
White 4,203 2,816 843 158 52 182 38 112 2 
Black 299 148 34 0 0 12 55 50 0 
American 
Indian 

11 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Asian 164 111 51 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Pacific 
Islander 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Other 76 62 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Two or 
More 
Races 

13 5 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Racial 
Distribution 

Hispanic* 69 62 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 
Total Minority 632 399 107 0 0 19 55 50 2 
Percent Minority 13.3% 12.7% 11.3% 0% 0% 9.8% 59.1% 30.9% 50.0% 
Median Household 
Income 

$60,949** $78,578 $70,208 $40,729 $92,124 $41,094 $40,417 $58,188 $66,250 

Individuals in Poverty*** 35 9 0 0 0 0 26 0 0 
Percent in Poverty 0.7% 0.3% 0% 0% 0% 0% 27.9% 0% 0% 

*Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000. Race data does not sum to the total number of persons in each category because 1) Hispanics may be of any origin, and 
               2) some census participants may identify themselves with more than one race. 
**Number represents the average median household income for the study area. 
*** Low-Income and Poverty data is from 1999 Census information.  
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3. Public Participation 
The SHA organized four meetings with the Stakeholders Group and one workshop for the 
general public.  The first Stakeholders Group meeting was held in February 2005 and introduced 
the Stakeholders Group to the proposed project and the project planning process.  The 
Stakeholders Group identified issues relevant to the community.  A Purpose and Need document 
and conceptual designs were developed from the input of the Stakeholders Group and design 
criteria to meet projected traffic demand.  The second meeting with the Stakeholders Group was 
held in October 2005 to present the alternatives and receive comments.  The third meeting with 
the Stakeholders was a Business Coordination Meeting held in May 2006, and the fourth meeting 
with the Stakeholders was held in October 2006 to discuss the status of the project.  A list of the 
Stakeholders and summaries of the meetings are included in Section IV.C (pages IV-3 through 
IV-5) and Appendix B (pages 86 through 101). 
 
The MD 295 Alternatives Public Workshop was held in January 2006.  The workshop provided 
the opportunity for residents and community members to review and comment on the conceptual 
designs.  Ninety-four people attended the meeting and 21 comment cards were returned during or 
subsequent to the meeting.  Three of the responses were not in favor of the proposed project.  
Three were supportive of widening MD 295, but were not supportive of a new interchange or 
improvements to Hanover Road.  Five respondents expressed concern about increased traffic, but 
did not indicate a preferred alternative.  Six expressed support for one or more of the alternatives.  
The comments received from this meeting are included in Appendix B (pages 105 to 117). 
 
The SHA also contacted several religious institutions to ensure that members were aware of the 
project, offer continued coordination to address concerns, and reach out to potential minority or 
Limited English Proficiency (LEP) groups.  The Ban Suk Presbyterian Church in America was 
contacted by telephone on August 24, 2006.  The Ohn-Nuree Mission Church and Gaines 
A.M.E. Church were each contacted by letter on November 13, 2006.  Documentation of these 
outreach efforts is included in Appendix B (pages 118 through 120). 
 

4. Neighborhoods/Communities 
a) Existing Conditions 

The study area is composed of many small residential neighborhoods, industrial parks, and 
natural areas, in addition to BWI.  There are four communities within the study area: Patapsco, 
Elkridge, Hanover, and Harmans (Figure III.2A). 
 
The Patapsco community is located in Anne Arundel County in the northeastern section of the 
study area.  This area contains a portion of the Patapsco Valley State Park, one residential 
subdivision, and business and technology parks.  One educational facility, the Maritime Institute 
of Technology & Graduate Studies (MITAGS), is located just beyond the study boundary. 
 
The Elkridge community is located within Howard County in the northwestern section of the 
study area.  It consists mostly of residential areas, as well as industrial parks and business 
centers, numerous religious institutions, a post office, a library, and a fire station.  A rail line, the 
Maryland Rail Commuter Services (MARC) Camden Line, traverses the Elkridge area. 
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The Hanover community is located within Anne Arundel County in the southwestern section of 
the study area.  The sections of Hanover within the study area consist mostly of industrial parks 
and business centers, one religious facility, scattered residences, and a post office.  One 
educational facility, the Anne Arundel County Community College (AACC) at Arundel Mills is 
located in Hanover on the outskirts of Harmans.  Portions of the Patapsco Valley State Park and 
open space/forested land/undeveloped land are also located in this area. 
 
The Harmans community is located within Anne Arundel County in the south-central section of 
the study area.  The area contains residences, business parks, religious facilities, a post office, 
and a fire station.  Arundel Mills Mall is on the outskirts of Harmans, outside the study area.  An 
Amtrak/MARC rail line travels north-south through the Harmans section of the study area. 
 

b) Impacts 
The No-Build Alternative would not result in displacements or ROW acquisitions, and would 
have no direct effects on neighborhoods or communities.  Under this alternative, traffic 
congestion is anticipated to increase in the project area, resulting in decreased mobility and 
quality of life.  The increase in traffic congestion could affect air quality (see Section III.F, pages 
III-39 through III-44). 
 
Access and mobility to MD 295 within the communities and surrounding areas would increase 
with the build alternatives, as local residents would have direct access to MD 295.  The project 
would also improve access to BWI from MD 295, which would have the potential to increase 
traffic along Hanover Road and within the project area as a whole. 
 
With the widening of MD 295, traffic congestion along the roadway would lessen under all the 
build alternatives due to increased operational capacity and improved level of service (LOS) 
along MD 295.  Proposed improvements from any of the build alternatives would allow faster 
travel to regional services.  There would be some adverse, short-term effects to motorists, 
residents, and businesses during the construction phase of the project due to lane and access 
closures.  However, these impacts would be temporary and mitigated with the development of a 
Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) plan. 
 
The residential neighborhoods that would be most directly affected by the build alternatives are 
in the Hanover community.  There are some scattered residences along Hanover Road and Ridge 
Road that are located immediately adjacent to the proposed improvements.  Alternatives 3 and 4 
would each result in four residential displacements (Figures II.2 and II.4), and Alternatives 3A, 
4A, 7, and 8 would each result in three residential displacements (Figures II.3, II.5, and II.7).  
Displacements and ROW impacts for each alternative are summarized in Table III-4. 
 
Property owners affected by displacement will receive relocation assistance in accordance with 
the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended by the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 (Appendix A).  In the 
event that comparable replacement housing is not available for displaced persons or that 
available replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replacement housing as a last 
resort will be utilized.  In addition, fair market value would be provided to all property owners as 
compensation for land acquisition. 



MD 295 Project Planning Study  Environmental Assessment 

III-9 

 
Table III-4: Displacement/Right-of-Way Impacts by Alternative. 

Alternative  
3 3A 4 4A 7 8 

Number of Properties with 
Partial ROW Acquisitions 

40 39 44 41 41 42 

Potential Residential 
Displacements 

4 3 4 3 3 3 

Business/Industrial 
Displacements 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

ROW Acres Required 59.6 58.4 59.6 62.6 65.7 60.7 

 
Property owners affected by displacement will receive relocation assistance in accordance with 
the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended by the 
Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation Assistance Act of 1987 (Appendix A).  In the 
event that comparable replacement housing is not available for displaced persons or that 
available replacement housing is beyond their financial means, replacement housing as a last 
resort will be utilized.  In addition, fair market value would be provided to all property owners as 
compensation for land acquisition. 
 
Alternatives 7 and 8 would also require reconfiguring the driveway access for parcels east of 
Hanover Road (Table III-5).  The driveways would be shortened as a result of the roadway 
improvements, reducing the distance between the roadway and residents’ front doors and 
decreasing the amount of lawn frontage.  All properties would still be accessible during and after 
construction.  With the increased traffic along Hanover Road, exiting/entering these driveways 
could become more difficult or less safe for the residents.  Increased traffic could also draw the 
interest of commercial developers, leading to more traffic and congestion.  However, the 
proposed widening of Hanover Road from two to four travel lanes would help alleviate any 
increased traffic and congestion. 
 
Table III-5: Driveway Impacts. 

Alternatives 
3 and 4 

Alternatives 
3A, 4A, 7, and 8 

Parcel Use Total lawn 
frontage (ft) 

Total lawn 
frontage 

reduction (ft) 

Total lawn 
frontage (ft) 

Total lawn 
frontage 

reduction (ft) 
41 Residential 162 4 0 0 
92 Residential 244 88 244 161 
760 Residential 133 43 133 43 
42 Commercial 340 26 340 10 
108 Commercial 50 15 50 15 

159* Commercial N/A N/A N/A N/A 
*Driveway being relocated. 
 
There are currently no sidewalks for pedestrians or bike lanes for bicyclists along Hanover Road.  
The improvements to Hanover Road include a bike lane and a sidewalk.  With these additions, 
bicyclists and pedestrians would be able to safely access the BWI Trail from Hanover 
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Road/Stoney Run Road.  These improvements would also provide bicyclists and pedestrians with 
access to the MARC BWI Station and the MARC Penn Line.  In addition, pedestrians would 
have safer access to Bus Route 17 along Aviation Boulevard. 
 

5. Effects on Aesthetics and Visual Quality 
The No-Build Alternative would not affect the aesthetics or visual character in the project area.  
Neither would the widening of MD 295 within the median, since the proposed roadway’s 
geometry and elevation would be consistent with the existing conditions. 
 
All the build alternatives would introduce an interchange in an area where one does not currently 
exist.  Alternatives 3 and 4 use the existing Hanover Road where MD 295 is currently bridged 
over it.  These alternatives would cause less of a visual disturbance than Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7 
and 8, which would relocate Hanover Road approximately 200 feet south of its current location.  
The build alternatives would all negatively impact the visual quality and aesthetics of a small, 
undeveloped portion of Patapsco Valley State Park.  The direct access ramps at MD 170 would 
also affect aesthetics by introducing two ramps where none currently exist.  The direct access 
ramps would affect aesthetics associated with the BWI Trail in the vicinity of Stoney Run Road 
and MD 170. 
 
Each of the build alternatives would affect the aesthetics and visual characteristics of the project 
area to some extent.  Landscaping techniques would be planned during the final design to offset 
visual impacts.  The project would be designed to mimic or enhance the current appearance of 
the surrounding area as much as possible.   

 
6. Community Facilities and Services 

Community facilities and services were identified and inventoried by reviewing census data, 
geographical information systems (GIS) mapping, ADC maps, discussions with local planners, 
and field reconnaissance.  Figures III.2 and III.3 illustrate the location of community facilities 
and services within the vicinity of the study area.   
 

a) Educational Facilities 
Schools 
There are no public educational facilities within the study area, but there are two public 
elementary schools (Elkridge Elementary School and Linthicum Elementary School), two public 
middle schools (Elkridge Landing Middle School and Lindale Middle School), and one public 
high school (North County High School) slightly outside the study area.  Due to the locations of 
schools and feeder boundaries, many of the roadways within the study area are used by public 
school buses to transport children to and from school.  One private school, the St. Augustine 
Catholic School, is located within the study area.  Two other private schools (Monsignor Arthur 
Slade Catholic School and Friendship Adventist School) are located slightly outside the study 
area.  In addition, the MITAGS is located just outside the study area, as is the AACC campus at 
Arundel Mills Mall. 
 
There would be no direct effects by the proposed alternatives to any of the educational facilities 
within the study area vicinity, including the higher educational facilities (AACC and MITAGS).  
Modifications to the school bus routes may occur due to the proposed interchange at Hanover  
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Road and traffic signal at the new Hanover Road/Ridge Road intersection.  Coordination with 
the school districts will continue throughout the design process. 
 
Libraries 
The Elkridge Branch Library of the Howard County Public Library System is located within the 
study area.  The closest library in Anne Arundel County is the Linthicum Library, which is 
outside the study area.  None of the libraries that serve the study area would be impacted. 
 

b) Post Offices 
Three post offices provide services to the study area; the Elk Ridge Post Office, the BWI Post 
Office, and Hanover Post Office.  None of these post offices would be directly affected by any of 
the alternatives. 
 

c) Health Care Facilities  
The nearest hospital to the project area is North Arundel Hospital, which is located 
approximately two miles southeast of the study area.  There are no senior centers within the 
study area, but the Maryland Department of Aging has two senior centers outside the study area 
that would likely serve study area residents (Elkridge Senior Center and Robert A. Pascal Senior 
Center).  There are no assisted living care facilities within the study area; however, there are four 
within Anne Arundel County near the study area border (Cranberry Cottage, Eldercare Gardens, 
Heart Homes, and Morningside House of Friendship).  One senior/disabled day care facility is 
located within the Howard County portion of the study area (Active Day of Howard County), 
and three additional facilities are located near the study area (Colonial Landing, St. Stephens 
Adult Day Care, and Angels Alert III). 
 
None of the alternatives would directly affect the health care facilities located within the study 
area.  Nor are impacts expected to facilities outside the study area, such as North Arundel 
Hospital, that provide services to the residents in the study area. 
 

d) Religious Facilities and Cemeteries 
Eleven religious institutions are located within the study area: Melville Chapel United Methodist 
Church, Grace Episcopalian Church, First Baptist Church of Elkridge, St. Augustine Catholic 
Church, Harwood Park United Methodist, Calvary Chapel, Dorsey Emanuel United Methodist, 
St. Marks United Methodist Church, Mt. Pilgrim Baptist Church, Wesley Grove Methodist 
Church, and Ban Seek Presbyterian Church.  There are eight additional religious institutions 
near, but outside, the study area boundary.  These include Unity Baptist, Gaines Methodist, 
Elkridge Baptist, Linthicum Seventh Day Adventist Church, Ohn-Nuree Mission Church, 
Lighthouse Church/Redeemed Christian Church of God, and Holy Trinity Church.  Two 
cemeteries are located within the northwest portion of the study area (Melville Chapel United 
Methodist Cemetery and Grace Episcopalian Cemetery).  Both are associated with churches.  
Two additional cemeteries were located on BWI property according to ADC maps.  These 
cemeteries were not field verified because they are located on airport property and were not 
accessible.  Consequently, they were not included on project mapping.  
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There would be no direct effects by the proposed alternatives to the religious facilities or 
cemeteries within the study area.  The closest religious institution to the proposed Hanover Road 
interchange is located on Ridge Road, south of the proposed Hanover Road/Ridge Road 
intersection relocation.  The build alternatives have the potential to improve traffic flow to this 
religious facility. 
 

e) Parklands and Recreational Facilities 
A portion of the Patapsco Valley State Park roughly parallels MD 295 along Deep Run, crossing 
Hanover Road in the western portion of the study area (Figure III.2 and Figures II.1 through 
II.7).  The BWI Trail encircles the airport property and intersects the eastern portion of the study 
area along MD 170 (Aviation Boulevard) at Stoney Run Road (Figure III.2 and Figure II.8).  
Both of these resources are considered Section 4(f) resources under the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC 303(c)).  Section 4(f) permits the use of land from a 
significant publicly-owned public park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or land of a 
historic site of national, state, or local significance (as determined by Federal, State, or local 
officials having jurisdiction over the resource), only if there is no feasible and prudent alternative 
to the use of such land and if the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the 
protected property resulting from such use.  A section 4(f) “use” occurs when a property from a 
Section 4(f) resource is permanently acquired and incorporated into a transportation project or 
when there is an occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservationist 
purposes of maintaining the integrity of the resource, or when there is a constructive use of land.  
In some cases, the project proponent(s) and the responsible official(s) with jurisdiction over the 
resource may agree that a particular use of Section 4(f) land will have no adverse effect on the 
protected resources, resulting in a de minimis impact finding.   
 
The FHWA Guidance for Determining De Minimis Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources indicates 
that the following criteria must be met in order to satisfy the requirements of a de minimis 
impact finding.  

1) The transportation use of the Section 4(f) resource, together with any impact 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures incorporated into 
the project, does not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify 
the resource for protection under Section 4(f). 

2) The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property are informed of FHWA’s intent to 
make the de minimis impact finding based on their written concurrence that the 
project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the 
property for protection under Section 4(f). 

3) The public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects of 
the project on the protected activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) 
resource. 

 
Patapsco Valley State Park 
Patapsco Valley State Park is owned and maintained by the Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (MD DNR).  The park was created in 1907 as one of Maryland’s first parks.  Patapsco 
Valley State Park extends along 32 miles of the Patapsco River and its tributaries.  It 
encompasses nearly 14,000 acres of land and five developed recreational areas.  Recreational 
opportunities available in the park include hiking, fishing, camping, canoeing, horseback and 
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mountain bike trails.  The area of the park along Deep Run in the study area is undeveloped, 
riparian forest land, and there are no active recreational uses.  Although portions of the park were 
acquired or developed with money from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, the 
portions of the park within the project area were not. 
 
Park impacts would range from 2.85 acres to 3.23 acres depending on the build alternative 
(Table III-6).  The impacts would be associated with the widening of Hanover Road where it 
currently bisects the park property at Deep Run, as well as the proposed interchange at Hanover 
Road, primarily in the northwest quadrant of MD 295 and Hanover Road (Figures II.2 through 
II.7).  The impacts represent approximately 0.02 percent of the total acreage of Patapsco Valley 
State Park.   
 
Table III-6:  Impacts to Patapsco Valley State Park. 

Alternative 
 

3 3A 4 4A 7 8 
Widening of 

Hanover Road 
(acres) 

2.85 2.85 2.85 2.85 2.85 2.85 

MD 295/Hanover 
Road Interchange 

(acres) 
0.12 0.01 0.38 0.05 0.00 0.12 

Total Impact 
(acres) 2.97 2.86 3.23 2.90 2.85 2.97 

Percent of Park 0.021 % 0.020 % 0.023 % 0.021 % 0.020 % 0.021 % 

 
The SHA met with the MD DNR on April 10, 2007 to discuss the potential impacts to Patapsco 
Valley State Park.  The MD DNR confirmed that there are no active recreational uses in this 
portion of the park, and recreational areas of the park would not be impacted by the project.  As 
discussed at the April 10 meeting with the MD DNR, additional efforts to continue to minimize 
impacts to the park and other resources within the project area will be made as the project 
progresses.   
 
As part of the Section 4(f) process, the project team also analyzed park avoidance and 
minimization options for this project.  Other than the No-Build Alternative, two park avoidance 
options were considered.  One park avoidance option would route traffic through the MD 100 
interchange instead of widening Hanover Road through the Patapsco Valley State Park.  The 
other avoidance option included the construction of a new interchange, with improvements to 
Hanover Road being restricted to the area east of the park boundaries. 
 
Although these avoidance options are feasible, they are not prudent because they would not fully 
address the purpose and need for the project.  They would not provide capacity in support of 
anticipated increases in residential and commercial traffic in Howard and Anne Arundel 
counties, an element of the purpose and need.  Both Howard and Anne Arundel counties would 
like Hanover Road improved to four lanes to serve as a secondary emergency roadway and to 
provide a secondary access to BWI.  Moreover, based on the existing level of congestion and 
near-failing conditions at the MD 100/MD 295 interchange, it is projected that the unimproved 
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western portion of Hanover Road would continue to carry the majority of local traffic seeking 
access to the new interchange.  In addition to not fully addressing the purpose and need, the 
avoidance options would not correct the existing substandard deficiencies on Hanover Road that 
include flooding during heavy rains and the lack of sidewalks.  The lack of sidewalks is 
inconsistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards in terms of logical 
connections.  Furthermore, the avoidance options would not provide a trail connection between 
the BWI Trail and surrounding area and the Patapsco Valley State Park and points west. 
 
A minimization option would involve reducing the typical section of Hanover Road to two 
bicycle compatible lanes without a median, a ten foot hiker biker trail on the north side, and a 
five foot sidewalk on the south side.  While this minimization option would correct the existing 
substandard deficiencies on Hanover Road, it would not provide the four lanes that both Howard 
and Anne Arundel counties desire.  Furthermore, reduction of the typical section would require 
Hanover Road to be closed for long periods of time during construction, whereas the alternatives 
retained for detailed study would not require closure.  Long periods of complete closure would 
be undesirable because Hanover Road is used by Anne Arundel and Howard county emergency 
service providers.   
 
As previously mentioned, FHWA has established three main criteria to determine whether a 
project will have a de minimis impact on Section 4(f) resources.  Upon selection of a preferred 
alternative, the SHA plans to seek FHWA’s concurrence on a de minimis finding for the 
proposed impacts to the Patapsco Valley State Park.  The SHA has determined that the proposed 
impacts meet the de minimis criteria for the following reasons: 

1) The proposed improvements would use undeveloped portions of the park which 
provide very limited passive recreational uses, natural habitat and watershed benefits.  
There are no active recreational uses in the portion of the park that would be impacted 
by the project.  The park impacts represent approximately 0.02 percent of the total 
acreage of Patapsco Valley State Park. In a letter to MD DNR, dated May 29, 2007 
(Appendix B, page 32), SHA requested input from DNR on the alternatives retained 
for detailed study and additional strategies that could be pursued to provide mitigation 
of impacts. 

2) In the May 29, 2007 letter to MD DNR (Appendix B, page 32), SHA discussed their 
intent to pursue the de minimis impact finding and requested the MD DNR’s 
agreement (as officials with jurisdiction over the Patapsco Valley State Park), that the 
proposed impacts would not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes of 
the park.   

3) The public will be offered the opportunity to review and comment on SHA’s 
intention to pursue a de minimis impact finding at the Public Hearing in the fall of 
2007.   

 
Documentation of Section 4(f) coordination with the MD DNR has been included in Table IV-3 
(page IV-2), and Appendix B (pages 32-38).  SHA will continue coordination with the MD DNR 
on park impacts and mitigation strategies. 
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BWI Trail 
The BWI Trail is a 12.5-mile hiker-biker trail that encircles BWI.  The trail was built and has 
been maintained through a public/private cooperative effort of the Anne Arundel County 
Department of Recreation and Parks, the MAA, SHA, MD DNR, BWI Neighbors Committee, 
and Maryland Transit Administration.  The trail crosses the study area along the west side of MD 
170 north of Stoney Run Road, and on the loop ramp connecting MD 170 and Stoney Run Road 
(Figure II.8). 
 
Both Anne Arundel County and SHA own portions of the trail that would be impacted by the 
build alternatives.  The State-owned portion of the trail being impacted is currently located 
within the ROW.  Anne Arundel County owns the portion of the trail in the loop ramp which is 
designated for recreational use.  The MD 295 project would potentially result in a temporary 
construction impact to 0.15 acre of the county-owned portion of the trail.  The improvements 
proposed to the intersection of Stoney Run Road at the southern entrance to Northrop Grumman 
would involve relocation of the county-owned portion of the trail.  The trail would be relocated 
between the eastern end of the Stoney Run Road bridge over MD 170 to the Northrop Grumman 
entrance for a length of approximately 400 feet.  The relocated trail would be constructed first in 
order to avoid interruptions to the activities or purposes of the trail. 
 
In a May 18, 2007 meeting between the SHA and Anne Arundel County, State and county 
representatives agreed that the Section 4(f) temporary use criteria were satisfied for the county-
owned portion of the trail.  A temporary occupancy of land would not constitute a Section 4(f) 
use if the following criteria are met: (1) The duration of the occupancy will be temporary and 
less than the time needed for construction of the project, and the nature and magnitude of 
changes to the trail will be minor; (2) The activity will not result in a change of ownership or 
result in retention of long-term or indefinite interests in the property for transportation purposes; 
(3) The improvements will not result in any temporary or permanent adverse impacts nor will 
there be interference with the activities or features which are important to the purpose or function 
that qualifies the trail for protection under Section 4(f) of the US DOT Act on either a temporary 
or permanent basis; and (4) The land being used will be fully restored, in that the resource will 
be returned to a condition that is at least as good as that which existed prior to the project.  The 
SHA requested formal concurrence with the temporary use of the county-owned portion of the 
trail in a letter dated June 29, 2007, and Anne Arundel County Recreation and Parks concurred 
on July 5, 2007 (Appendix B; page 39).  
 
The county confirmed at the May 18, 2007 meeting with the SHA that the project would not 
affect any proposed trails in the area.  The county also reacted favorably to the hiker/biker lane 
proposed along Hanover Road.  The SHA will continue to coordinate with Anne Arundel County 
regarding the temporary use of the affected portion of the trail.  
 

f) Emergency Services and Law Enforcement 
Three fire departments/training facilities are located within the study area, including the BWI 
Aircraft Rescue Firefighting Facility and BWI Training Facility.  An additional six fire 
departments and five police departments are located outside the study area, but provide services 
within the study area.  The emergency services and law enforcement facilities that serve the area 
were solicited for comments on the project and its possible effects on response time.  The Anne 
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Arundel County Police Department and Howard County Fire and Rescue Services indicated that 
the project would ultimately enhance response capabilities in the area (Appendix B, pages 59-
60).  The Howard County Department of Police felt that the Hanover Road improvements would 
negatively affect fire and police response times in Harwood Park without provision of a cul-de-
sac where Hanover Road crosses the CSX tracks (Appendix B, page 57).  The SHA responded to 
the Howard County Department of Police concerns in a letter dated (Appendix B, page 58). 
 
The No-Build Alternative would not have an immediate effect on emergency response times; 
however, congestion is expected to increase over time and emergency service vehicles could 
experience a delay in response time to calls along MD 295 or in neighborhoods/ communities 
within the study area. 
 
The widening of MD 295 would improve the Level of Service (LOS), thereby reducing traffic 
congestion along MD 295.  This improvement is expected to decrease emergency response time 
along MD 295.  The new interchange would also allow a faster response time for emergency 
vehicles accessing MD 295 for any incidents along that roadway. 
 
All the build alternatives include a traffic light at the proposed Hanover Road/MD 295 
interchange and the Hanover Road/Ridge Road intersection.  It is assumed these traffic signals 
would be timed appropriately to allow emergency service vehicles to travel through the area with 
no delay in response time.  The improvements to Hanover Road, including the widening of the 
roadway, would be beneficial to emergency service vehicles by providing them with a wider 
roadway on which to maneuver their vehicles. 
 

g) Transportation Facilities 
Numerous modes of transportation exist within the study area, including roadways, rail lines, and 
BWI (Figure III.2B).  MTA bus service and the Commuter Bus Route are available throughout 
the day and evening, seven days a week.  The MTA Bus Route 17 operates within the study area, 
providing access to BWI and numerous industrial parks.  MARC has two rail lines in the study 
area, one of which provides access to BWI.  MTA also offers light rail service with several 
stations within and near the study area.  According to information received from the Anne 
Arundel County Office of Planning and Zoning, a light rail extension with new rail stations is 
being considered.  The proposed route crosses portions of the study area.  Forty-eight airlines 
operate out of BWI, including commuter, charter, and cargo airlines.  In 2005, the average 
number of passengers per day was 54,088. 
 
There would be no change to rail and bus services as a result of the proposed build alternatives.  
The improvements to Hanover Road include bicycle lanes and pedestrian sidewalks.  With these 
additions, bicyclists and pedestrians would be able to safely access the MARC BWI station to 
utilize the MARC Penn Line.  In addition, pedestrians would have safer access to Bus Route 17 
along Aviation Boulevard.  These improvements may help increase use of the bus and transit 
services in the project area. 
 
The improvements to MD 295 and Hanover Road would be beneficial to commuters and truck 
traffic to and from BWI and the BWI Business District.  The project would improve connectivity 
between the Baltimore and Washington Metropolitan Regions as it relates to BWI and would 
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support existing and planned development at BWI.  Over the past 15 years, passenger volume at 
BWI has more than doubled and is forecast to continue to grow. 
 

h) Public Utilities 
The proposed project would not impact public water, sewer, electric, or other utilities under any 
of the proposed alternatives, with the exception of temporary, minor, construction-related 
impacts. 
 

B. Economic Environment 
The following information is summarized from the MD 295 Community Effects Assessment 
Technical Report (SHA 2007a). 
 

1. Employment Characteristics 
Based on the 2000 U.S. census data in Table III-7, the median household income for Anne 
Arundel and Howard counties is $61,768 and $74,167, respectively, and the average median 
household income for the study area is $60, 948.  The average per capita income for the State of 
Maryland, Anne Arundel County, Howard County, and the study area are $25,614, $27,578, 
$32,402, and $25,904, respectively.  The per capita income of the study area is less than both 
Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, but slightly above that for the State of Maryland. 
 
Table III-7: Employment Characteristics 

Characteristics 
 Anne Arundel County, 

Maryland 
Howard County, 

Maryland Study Area 
Median Household 
Income* $61,768 $74,167 $60,948 
Average Per Capita 
Income* $27,578 $32,402 $25,904 
Percent of Population 
Employed 69 74 73 

Primary Industries 
Employing Residents 

Educational, Health, and 
Social Services (17%)  
Professional, Scientific, 
Management, 
Administrative and Waste 
Management Services 
(12%)  
Public Administration 
(12%) 

Educational, Health and 
Social Services (22%)  
Professional, Scientific, 
Management, 
Administrative and Waste 
Management Services 
(16%)  
Public Administration 
(11%) 

Construction (15%) 
Retail Trade (14%) 
Educational, Health and 
Social Services (14%) 

Primary Occupations 
Of Residents 

Management, Professional, 
and Related Occupations 
(41%) 
Sales and Office 
Occupations (28%)  
Service Occupations (13%) 

Management, Professional, 
and Related Occupations 
(57%) 
Sales and Office 
Occupations (24%) 
Service Occupations (9%) 

Management, Professional, 
and Related Occupations 
(30%) 
Sales and Office 
Occupations (22%) 
Production, Transportation, 
and Material Moving 
Occupations (19%) 

*Income data based on 1999 census sample data 
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The 2000 U.S. Census data shows 73 percent of the study area is employed.  This employment 
rate is just below that for Howard County (74 percent) and above that for Anne Arundel County 
(69 percent). 
 
The top industries within the State of Maryland and Anne Arundel and Howard Counties 
include: educational, health, and social services; professional, scientific, management, 
administration, and waste management services; and public administration.  The top industries 
within the study area are construction; retail trade; and educational, health, and social services. 
 
The leading occupations among Anne Arundel and Howard County residents are professional, 
management, business, financial operations, and office and administrative support.  The leading 
occupations among study area residents are management and professional; sales and office; and 
production, transportation, and material moving. 
 

2. Effects on Regional Employment Characteristics 
The No-Build Alternative would not impact regional employment characteristics.  The build 
alternatives would not have a direct impact on the regional economy, but in the long run may 
have indirect impacts.  With easier access to Hanover Road, BWI, and other local roadways in 
the area, the area’s desirability for future commercial and industrial development could increase.  
The area near Hanover Road between MD 295 and BWI has limited development at this time.  A 
new intersection at Ridge Road could make the area more attractive to commercial development, 
in keeping with the trend of the local businesses located near BWI and local highways. 
 

3. Effects on Local Employment Characteristics 
The build alternatives are expected to effectively increase the LOS of the roadway for the present 
and predicted future traffic patterns.  This increase in LOS would help maintain the economic 
viability of and opportunity for business growth within the study area.  The LOS rating system 
uses the letters A through F to describe traffic quality.  LOS A represents superior traffic quality 
(very light traffic), while LOS F represents poor traffic quality (congested flow involving various 
degrees of delay).  With the No-Build Alternative, most segments of MD 295 would operate at 
LOS F for both AM and PM traffic.  The roadway capacity improvements associated with the 
build alternatives would generally allow the affected MD 295 segments to operate at acceptable 
LOS C/D during peak hours.  This change could stimulate area business activity by reducing 
traffic congestion and increasing the mobility of area residents.  The improvements would make 
it easier for people to get to and from airport and the BWI business district.  This is one of the 
most densely developed areas in Anne Arundel County and provides nearly 20 percent of the 
jobs in the county (Anne Arundel County 2004).  Many businesses have become established, and 
commercial development is expected to continue to grow.  The area currently employs over 
10,000 people to serve the needs of BWI, its customers, and other unrelated business and 
government offices, such as the new MDOT headquarters.  The new interchange would also have 
the potential to enhance access to Arundel Mills Mall.   
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4. Tax Base 
The property tax rates for Anne Arundel and Howard Counties are identified below. 
 
Anne Arundel County 

• $0.918 per $100 of assessed value of real property 
Anne Arundel County estimates that the total revenue for property tax for Fiscal Year 2007 will 
be $450.7 million. 
 
Howard County 

• $1.014 per $100 of assessed value of real property 
Howard County estimates that the total revenue for property tax for Fiscal Year 2007 will be 
$302.6 million. 
 

C. Land Use 
1. Existing and Future Land Use 

The predominant existing land uses surrounding the study area are commercial and industrial (40 
percent), forest (40 percent), and low- and medium-density residential (11 percent).  Most of the 
residential land occurs in the western portion of the study area in Howard County (Figure III.4), 
while commercial and industrial lands are primarily associated with BWI to the east, and along 
MD 100 and MD 176 to the south.  Forest lands are prevalent along Deep Run and Stony Run, 
roughly paralleling MD 295. 
 
Based on mapping provided by Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, patterns of future land use 
are not expected to be appreciably different than existing patterns (Figure III.5).  The BWI 
Airport Noise Zone, combined with local zoning consistent with Anne Arundel County’s 
BWI/Linthicum Small Area Plan, will limit residential development and promote continued 
commercial development throughout the eastern two-thirds of the study area (also see Section 
III.I ICE Analysis, page III-49).  This is one of the most densely developed areas in Anne 
Arundel County and provides nearly 20 percent of the jobs in the county (Anne Arundel County 
2004).  Many businesses have become established, employing over 10,000 people from the 
surrounding area, to serve the needs of BWI and its customers.  Increased development in this 
area is primarily driven by the expansion of BWI and the BWI Business District surrounding the 
airport.  A limited amount of residential growth is anticipated around the MD 100 interchange in 
the southwest portion of the study area. 
 

2. Effects on Land Use 

Depending upon the build alternative, conversion of existing land use categories to the Anderson 
land use/land cover category of Transportation, Communications (antennas, electric and 
telephone transmission lines, etc.), and Utilities would range between 33 and 37 acres of forest 
land, 14 and 19 acres of other naturally vegetated land, 8 and 13 acres of residential land, and 6 
acres of commercial and industrial land (SHA 2007b).  The impacts to land currently owned by 
the MAA are discussed in Section IV.D (pages IV-6 through IV-20). 
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The proposed improvements to MD 295 and Hanover Road are consistent with the Anne Arundel 
County BWI/Linthicum Small Area Plan and the Howard County General Plan.  Potential 
business growth in the area and anticipated increases in traffic congestion are incorporated into 
the planning process.  All proposed improvements are consistent with local land use plans. 
  

3. Compliance with Smart Growth Initiatives 

The Smart Growth Initiative requires state-directed funding for highways and economic 
development to areas designated as Priority Funding Areas (PFAs).  The existing crossing of 
Hanover Road over Deep Run in the Patapsco Valley State Park is the only portion of the project 
area outside of the PFAs designated by Howard and Anne Arundel Counties.  The area outside of 
the PFA represents less than five percent of the entire project area.  
 
 

D. Cultural Resources 

Identification and evaluation of historic architectural and archeological resources were conducted 
in accordance with federal and state laws, which protect significant cultural resources.  
Background research and field surveys were conducted to facilitate identification of cultural 
resources.  An Area of Potential Effect (APE) was delineated in which to identify resources and 
evaluate the potential impacts of those resources.   
 
All cultural resources identified during the architectural and archeological surveys were 
evaluated for their eligibility to be included on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  
The NRHP criteria evaluates the significance of properties based on their integrity, and 
determine if those properties are associated with broad patterns of our history (Criterion A); or 
are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past (Criterion B); or that embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction representing the work of a 
master, or have artistic value (Criterion C); or that yield information important in prehistory or 
history (Criterion D) (36 CFR 60.4, and National Register Bulletin No. 15).   
 
All cultural resources identified were documented and submitted to Maryland Historical Trust 
(MHT) for eligibility determinations or to comment on the need for further evaluation.  
Correspondence documenting this coordination is included in Table IV-3 (page IV-2) and 
Appendix B (pages 40 through 54). 
 

1. Historic Standing Structures  
“Historic standing structures” refers to any above-ground building, structure, district, or object 
that attributes to our cultural past.  When these resources meet the criteria for listing in the 
NRHP, they are historic properties that must be considered under the requirements of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966.  The MHT has concurred that there are no NRHP 
eligible historic standing structures within project’s Area of Potential Effects (APE).  The MHT 
concurrence is provided in Appendix B (page 46). 
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2. Archeological Resources 
Archeological resources relate to evidences of past human occupation that can be used to 
reconstruct the lifeways of past peoples.  These include sites, artifacts, environmental and all 
other relevant information, as well as the contexts in which they occur.  All archeological 
(prehistoric and historic) sites must be evaluated for their eligibility for the NRHP by the MHT.  
A Phase I Archeological Survey was conducted from September to November 2006.  The APE 
was defined by the maximum limits of disturbance for the build alternatives.  The following 
information is summarized from the Phase I Archeological Survey of MD 295 from MD 100 to I-
95 and Hanover Road, Anne Arundel and Howard Counties, Maryland (Emory et al. 2007). 
 

Four previously unrecorded archeological sites (18AN1352, 1347, 1348, and 1353), three 
previously recorded sites (18HO33, 18AN400 and 18AN1345), and one previously unrecorded 
Isolated Find (18ANX475) were identified within the APE.  Five of those sites 18ANX475, 
18AN1345, 1347, 1352, 1353 have been considered ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP, and 
would not be recommended for additional study.  In addition, two sites (18AN245 and 376) in 
the area of the proposed MD 170 ramps were previously considered ineligible (Kinsey 1978; 
1979).  Three sites (18HO33, 18AN400, and 18AN1348) were considered potentially eligible.  
The MHT concurred with the eligibility determinations of the Phase I Archeological Survey on 
May 15, 2007 (Appendix B, page 54). 
 
A Phase II Archeological Investigation will be conducted for sites 18HO33, 18AN400, and 
18AN1348 to assess the extent and integrity of these sites and their eligibility for inclusion in the 
NRHP.  The SHA will continue Section 106 coordination with the MHT as the project 
progresses. 
 

E. Natural Environment 
The following information is summarized from the MD 295 Natural Environmental Technical 
Report (SHA 2007b). 
 

1. Topography, Geology, and Soils 
Most of the study area is located in the Western Shore Uplands Region of the Coastal Plain, 
while the western extreme of the study area in Howard County is in the Piedmont Province.  
Underlying geology includes Upland Deposits and bedrocks of the Potomac Groups.  
Topography within the study area tends to include rolling hills and valleys, nearly level land near 
floodplains, and steep manmade inclines and other surfaces.   
 
Impacts to topography from widening MD 295 within the median would be minimal.  Most 
changes to topography would be associated with the proposed interchange, where elevation 
adjustments would be required for ramps between Hanover Road and MD 295.  No impacts to 
geology are anticipated with any of the build alternatives.   
 
The study area contains hydric soils, prime farmland soils, and Maryland farmland soils of 
statewide importance.  Direct impacts to soils by build alternatives are summarized in Table 
III-8.   
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Table III-8: Potential Impacts (acres) to Hydric, Highly Erodible, and Farmland Soils. 

Alternative Classification 
3 3A 4 4A 7 8 

Hydric Soils 4.12 4.11 4.12 4.11 4.11 4.11 
Highly Erodible 

Lands 32.15 36.00 33.15 36.13 36.86 35.90 

Prime Farmland 
Soils 9.49 11.20 9.77 12.03 12.35 8.95 

Farmland Soils of 
Statewide 

Importance 
31.26 29.66 31.45 30.05 29.63 30.10 

 
Soils would potentially be impacted during the construction phase through exposure that could 
promote erosion and sedimentation.  Soil types from the Alloway, Evesboro, Galestown, 
Hambrook, Russett, and Woodstown series have moderate to severe erodibility in places, which 
may be a limiting factor for construction. 
 
In accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA), a Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rating form will be completed for this project and submitted to the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service in both Anne Arundel and Howard counties. 
 
In accordance with Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) guidelines, a Sediment and 
Erosion Control Plan would be developed during the final design phase, and implemented to 
avoid and/or minimize erosion and sedimentation.  Increased runoff from additional impervious 
surfaces could impact soils, wetlands, and waterways post-construction.  The 2000 Maryland 
Stormwater Design Guidelines would be used to determine the stormwater management facilities 
necessary to properly control and treat runoff to prevent impacts associated with increased 
impervious surfaces.  This is discussed more fully for aquatic resources in the next section. 
 

2. Aquatic Resources 
The No-Build Alternative would not result in any impacts to aquatic resources; however, each of 
the build alternatives would impact waterways to some degree.  Impacts could include direct 
impacts due to replacement of bridges and culverts, and indirect impacts related to increased 
stormwater runoff and contaminants from the roadway. 
 

a) Groundwater and Hydrogeology 
The majority of the study area is associated with aquifers in the Potomac Group, a Coastal Plain 
aquifer.  A small section along Hanover Road crosses into the non-Coastal Piedmont and Blue 
Ridge crystalline aquifer system.  Aquifers in the Potomac Group are generally confined and 
consist of interbedded lenses of sand, gravel, silt, and clay.  The piedmont and Blue Ridge 
crystalline aquifers are generally unconfined to partly confined and consist of schist, gneiss, 
phyllite, and metamorphosed igneous rock with some quartz.  According to the MDE, no 
designated sole source aquifers are located within or around the study area (personal 
communication August 23, 2006).  A public water supply well that serves the Fleck Machine 
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Company is located on Ridge Road near the study area (Figure III.6).  A wellhead protection 
zone 1,000 feet in radius has been established around the well. 
 
The No-Build Alternative would not impact groundwater; however, the limits of disturbance for 
each of the build alternatives would encroach on approximately 7.9 acres of the wellhead 
protection area that surrounds the well.   
 

b) Water Quality 
The study area is located within the Patapsco River Lower North Branch Watershed.  This 
watershed is listed as a Category 3 Waters on the Integrated List of Impaired Surface Water 
[303(d) list] (MDE 2006).  Category 3 Waters have insufficient data to determine appropriate 
water quality criteria or total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for a waterway.  In addition, the 
waterways within the study area are designated as Use I Waters.  Use I Waters are to be of 
sufficient quality for “water contact recreation” and “protection of nontidal warmwater aquatic 
life,” taking into account “existing conditions” and “potential uses that may be made possible by 
anticipated improvements in water quality.” 
 
Water quality data for Deep Run, Stony Run, and Piny Run (a tributary to Deep Run) has been 
collected by the Maryland Biological Stream Survey (MBSS) and Stream Waders.  Water quality 
data from both sources was compiled and assessed for 18 stream sampling stations located 
upstream and downstream of the study area, generally within 0.5 mile of the project.  This data 
showed that water quality, aquatic habitat, and living resources in all the waterways in the study 
area have been impacted by development and land use practices, and are typical of sub-
watersheds in developed suburban areas throughout the Patapsco Watershed. 
 
Impacts 
Construction at and around waterway crossings could cause permanent impacts if existing 
crossings are widened or reinforced.  These impacts would occur through permanent alteration of 
the stream channel, resulting in alteration of hydrology at the site, as well as further removed in 
an upstream and/or downstream direction.  Such hydrological changes may destabilize the 
channel and stream banks, increase erosion and sediment loads in the stream, and affect water 
quality and aquatic habitats that support macroinvertebrates and fish.  Temporary impacts to 
water quality during construction may occur due to dewatering, erosion, or vegetation removal. 
An increase in impervious surfaces may potentially result in indirect effects on water quality and 
aquatic biota.  The increase in impervious surfaces would range from 27.6 acres for Alternative 3 
to 30.7 acres for Alternative 4A (see Table S-1).  
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Aquatic resources and water quality would be protected by the Use I in-stream work restriction, 
proper application of an approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, and other Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) that meet the 2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual.  
Generally, no in-stream work is permitted in Use I streams from March 1 to June 15, inclusive, 
during any year.  This restriction protects the spawning and nursery periods of migratory fish.  
The restriction would be expanded to February 15 to June 15 to protect yellow perch that are 
known to spawn near the mouths of Deep Run and Stony Run. 
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Short-term construction impacts and long-term indirect effects related to increased road surfaces 
and traffic would be minimized by strict adherence to erosion and sediment control procedures.  
An Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan would be developed during the final design phase in 
accordance with MDE guidelines, and implemented to avoid and/or minimize erosion and 
sedimentation.  Appropriate drainage, infiltration, and sedimentation measures would be planned 
and implemented to minimize disturbance to the area and reduce the risk of contamination to 
surface waters, as well as the local groundwater table. 
 
Short- and long-term impacts would also be avoided and minimized through strict adherence to 
the Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines for State and Federal Projects.  The 
stormwater management guidelines became effective on July 1, 2001, and supplement the 
Stormwater Management Regulations (COMAR 26.17.02) and the Maryland Stormwater Design 
Manual, Volumes I and II.  The stormwater management guidelines provide information 
necessary for submittal of stormwater management plans to the MDE Water Management 
Administration for review and approval.  These regulations would be utilized during the design 
of the project to accommodate additional stormwater runoff. 
 
The stormwater management approach would be to provide water quality BMPs that meet the 
2000 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, such as infiltration and filtering, open channel, and 
nonstructural practices.  Since the proposed project is within the 4-mile Airport Zone of BWI, 
the SHA must consider the guidance set forth in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33A, 
Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports, which sets forth criteria for the design of 
stormwater management facilities and the placement and type of landscaping to deter wildlife 
attraction (FAA 2004).  Early coordination with MAA will be required during the design of any 
new stormwater management facilities and the landscaping for the proposed project. 
 
Additional avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures will be identified in the final 
environmental document. 
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c)  “Waters of the United States” 
A wetland identification and delineation was conducted from September 2006 to January 2007.  
Twenty-eight wetlands and 65 waterways were found within the study area (Figures II.1 through 
II.8).  One of the wetlands within the study area, WET 14, has been designated a Non-tidal 
Wetland of Special State Concern due to the presence of rare, threatened, and endangered plant 
species (see page III-38 to III-39 for more information). 
 
Impacts 
Direct impacts to wetlands (acres) and waterways (linear feet) by each of the build alternatives 
are summarized in Table III-9 and Table III-10, respectively.  Each of the build alternatives 
would impact 1.26 acres of palustrine emergent wetlands.  Impacts to palustrine forested and 
scrub-shrub wetlands would be approximately 2.2 to 2.5 acres for Alternatives 3, 4 and 7, and 
2.8 to 3.0 acres for Alternatives 3A, 4A, and 8.  Alternatives 3, 4 and 8 would have lowest 
impacts to perennial streams (926 to 1,110 linear feet) among the build alternatives.  Impacts for 
Alternatives 3A, 4A, and 7 would range from 1,323 to 1,413 linear feet.  In contrast, Alternatives 
3 and 4 would have the greatest impacts on intermittent streams (5,549 to 5,817 linear feet) 
among the alternatives, while Alternative 7 would have the lowest impacts (3,574 linear feet).  
Impacts to ephemeral stormwater management channels account for approximately 40 percent of 
the total stream impacts. 
 
Note that a few wetlands and waterways were originally identified and delineated, but 
subsequently determined to be outside the project limits.  These features are included on Figures 
II.1 through II.8 and are discussed in the Natural Environment Technical Report (SHA 2007b), 
but were not included in Tables III-9 and III-10. 
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Table III-9: Potential Impacts (acres) to Delineated Wetlands. 

Alternative Wetland Class 
3 3A 4 4A 7 8 

WET 2 PEM 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 0.014 
WET 3 PFO 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 
WET 4 PFO 0.146 0.147 0.150 0.147 0.147 0.147 
WET 5 PSS/PEM 0.408 0.640 0.421 0.634 0.760 0.851 
WET 6 PFO 0.005 0.006 0.005 0.009 0.021 0.003 
WET 7 PFO/PEM 0.780 0.489 0.775 0.513 0.000 0.454 
WET 9 PEM 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.000 0.017 
WET 10 PFO 0.024 0.032 0.046 0.043 0.000 0.018 
WET 11 PFO 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.039 0.000 0.043 
WET 12 PFO/PEM 0.000 0.412 0.000 0.412 0.412 0.411 

 WET 141 PFO/PEM 0.109 0.109 0.109 0.109 0.109 0.109 
WET 15 PEM 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012 0.012 
WET 16 PEM 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 
WET 17 PSS/PAB 0.109 0.109 0.109 0.109 0.109 0.109 
WET 18 PEM 0.072 0.072 0.072 0.072 0.072 0.072 
WET 19 PEM 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.003 
WET 20 PEM 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 
WET 21 PEM 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002 
WET 22 PEM 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 0.006 
WET 26 PEM 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 
WET 27 PEM 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 
WET 28 PEM 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 
WET 29 PEM 0.021 0.021 0.021 0.021 0.021 0.021 
WET 32 PEM 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 0.055 
WET 34 PEM 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.053 
WET 35 PEM 0.174 0.174 0.174 0.174 0.174 0.174 
WET 36 PEM 0.608 0.608 0.608 0.608 0.608 0.608 
WET 37 PEM 0.089 0.089 0.089 0.089 0.089 0.089 
WET 38 PFO 0.124 0.124 0.124 0.124 0.124 0.124 
WET 39 PFO/POW 0.436 0.436 0.436 0.436 0.436 0.436 
WET 40 PFO/PEM 0.132 0.132 0.132 0.132 0.132 0.132 
WET 41 PFO/PEM 0.169 0.169 0.169 0.169 0.169 0.169 
WET 42 PEM 0.043 0.043 0.043 0.043 0.043 0.043 
WET 43 PEM/POW 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.019 

Total PEM 1.483 1.482 1.482 1.482 1.465 1.482 
Total PSS 0.529 0.761 0.542 0.755 0.881 0.973 
Total PFO 1.672 1.803 1.693 1.881 1.298 1.793 

Grand Total 3.684 4.046 3.718 4.118 3.644 4.248 
1 Non-tidal Wetland of Special State Concern 
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Table III-10: Potential Impacts (linear feet) to Delineated Waterways 

Alternative 
Waterway Classification 3 3A 4 4A 7 8 

Deep Run Subwatershed 
WUS 1 Perennial 220 220 220 220 220 220
WUS 2 Perennial 56 56 56 56 56 56
WUS 3 Ephemeral1 232 232 232 232 232 232
WUS 6 Ephemeral2 31 31 31 31 31 31
WUS 7 Ephemeral2 34 34 34 34 34 34
WUS 12 Perennial 433 809 412 854 899 596
WUS 13 Ephemeral1 41 38 41 42 42 54
WUS 14 Ephemeral1 58 67 58 74 68 0
WUS 17 Intermittent 357 352 382 351 222 389
WUS 18 Intermittent 312 297 321 296 199 298
WUS 19 Intermittent 279 348 328 315 141 355
WUS 20 Intermittent 1259 851 1442 889 389 667
WUS 21 Ephemeral2 0 0 18 22 0 32
WUS 22 Ephemeral2 106 106 106 106 0 106
WUS 23 Ephemeral1 739 739 739 739 210 236
WUS 24 Ephemeral1 0 0 110 109 0 0
WUS 25 Ephemeral1 0 84 84 79 0 84
WUS 26 Ephemeral1 114 114 114 114 114 114
WUS 27 Ephemeral1 64 64 64 64 64 64
WUS 28 Ephemeral1 54 54 54 54 54 54
WUS 29 Ephemeral1 212 212 212 212 138 149
WUS 30 Intermittent 197 248 198 248 248 249
WUS 31 Ephemeral2 101 0 101 0 0 0
WUS 32 Intermittent 788 0 788 0 0 0
WUS 34 Ephemeral1 121 121 121 121 121 121
WUS 35 Ephemeral1 37 37 37 37 37 37
WUS 38 Ephemeral1 137 137 137 137 137 137
WUS 39 Ephemeral1 244 244 244 244 244 244
WUS 47 Intermittent 119 119 119 119 119 119
WUS 48 Ephemeral1 111 111 111 111 111 111
WUS 49 Ephemeral1 294 294 294 294 294 294
WUS 50 Intermittent 142 142 142 142 142 142
WUS 51 Ephemeral1 216 216 216 216 216 216
WUS 52 Intermittent 125 125 125 125 125 125
WUS 53 Ephemeral1 106 106 106 106 106 106
WUS 54 Ephemeral1 159 159 159 159 159 159
WUS 69 Ephemeral2 112 112 112 112 112 112
WUS 72 Ephemeral2 254 254 254 254 254 254

Ephemeral1 = stormwater management channel;  Ephemeral2 = natural channel;  3 Unclassified culverts convey waterways that 
were not classified according to the Cowardin System. 
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Table III-10, continued: Potential Impacts (linear feet) to Delineated Waterways 
Alternative 

Waterway Classification 3 3A 4 4A 7 8 
Piny Run Subwatershed 
WUS 15 Ephemeral1 0 0 0 0 105 0
WUS 16 Intermittent 0 0 0 0 17 0
WUS 40 Ephemeral1 48 48 48 48 48 48
WUS 41 Ephemeral1 921 921 921 921 921 921
WUS 42 Ephemeral1 125 125 125 125 125 125
WUS 43 Ephemeral1 97 97 97 97 97 97
WUS 44 Ephemeral1 454 454 454 454 454 454
WUS 45 Ephemeral1 78 78 78 78 78 78
WUS 46 Ephemeral2 114 114 114 114 114 114
WUS 70 Ephemeral2 34 34 34 34 34 34
WUS 81 Perennial 137 137 137 137 137 137
WUS 88 Intermittent 486 486 486 486 486 486
Stony Run Subwatershed 
WUS 33 Intermittent 228 228 228 228 228 228
WUS 37 Ephemeral1 257 257 257 257 257 257
WUS 55 Ephemeral1 11 11 11 11 11 11
WUS 56 Intermittent 719 719 719 719 719 719
WUS 57 Ephemeral1 104 104 104 104 104 104
WUS 58 Ephemeral1 89 89 89 89 89 89
WUS 59 Ephemeral2 261 261 261 261 261 261
WUS 60 Ephemeral2 273 273 273 273 273 273
WUS 62 Ephemeral2 79 79 79 79 79 79
WUS 63 Ephemeral2 52 52 52 52 52 52
WUS 64 Ephemeral2 300 300 300 300 300 300
WUS 65 Ephemeral2 154 154 154 154 154 154
WUS 66 Ephemeral1 92 92 92 92 92 92
WUS 67 Perennial 101 101 101 101 101 101
WUS 68 Ephemeral1 372 372 372 372 372 372
WUS 71 Intermittent 69 69 69 69 69 69
WUS 77 Ephemeral2 63 63 63 63 63 63
WUS 79 Ephemeral1 171 171 171 171 171 171
WUS 80 Ephemeral1 82 82 82 82 82 82
WUS 84 Ephemeral2 283 283 283 283 283 283
WUS 85 Ephemeral2 11 11 11 11 11 11
WUS 86 Intermittent 486 486 486 486 486 486

Ephemeral1 = stormwater management channel;  Ephemeral2 = natural channel;  3 Unclassified culverts convey waterways that 
were not classified according to the Cowardin System. 
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Table III-10, continued: Potential Impacts (linear feet) to Delineated Waterways 
Alternative 

Classification 3 3A 4 4A 7 8 
Total Perennial 947 1,323 926 1,368 1,413 1,110

Total Intermittent 5,549 4,453 5,817 4,456 3,574 4,316
Total Ephemeral1 5,838 5,925 6,029 6,040 5,348 5,308
Total Ephemeral2 2,262 2,160 2,278 2,182 2,054 2,192

Unclassified Culverts3 373 373 373 373 373 373
Grand Total 14,986 14,250 15,050 14,436 12,850 13,315

Ephemeral1 = stormwater management channel;  Ephemeral2 = natural channel;  3 Unclassified culverts convey waterways that 
were not classified according to the Cowardin System. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Other than the No-Build Alternative, two avoidance options were considered.  One avoidance 
option would route traffic through the MD 100 interchange instead of widening Hanover Road 
through the Patapsco Valley State Park.  The other avoidance option included the construction of 
a new interchange, with improvements to Hanover Road being restricted to the area east of 
crossing over Deep Run. 
 
The SHA evaluated these avoidance options and found that they would not fully address the 
purpose and need for the project.  They would not provide capacity in support of anticipated 
increases in residential and commercial traffic in Howard and Anne Arundel counties, an 
element of the purpose and need.  Both Howard and Anne Arundel counties would like Hanover 
Road improved to four lanes to serve as a secondary emergency roadway and to provide a 
secondary access to BWI.  Moreover, it is projected that the unimproved western portion of 
Hanover Road would continue to carry the majority of local traffic seeking access to the new 
interchange, based on the existing level of congestion and near failing conditions at the MD 
100/MD 295 interchange.  The MD 100/MD 295 interchange is currently operating at a LOS D/E 
for the northbound weave and a LOS F/D for the southbound weave.  MD 295 within the 
interchange is currently operating at as LOS D/D for the northbound lanes and a LOS E/C for the 
southbound lanes.  By the year 2030, the MD 100/MD 295 interchange will operate at a LOS E/F 
for the northbound weave and a LOS F/E for the southbound weave.  In addition to not fully 
addressing the purpose and need, the avoidance options would not correct the existing 
substandard deficiencies on Hanover Road that include flooding during heavy rains and the lack 
of sidewalks.  The lack of sidewalks is inconsistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) standards in terms of logical connections.  Furthermore, the avoidance options would not 
provide a trail connection between the BWI Trail and surrounding area and the Patapsco Valley 
State Park and points west. 
 
A minimization option would involve reducing the typical section of Hanover Road to two 
bicycle compatible lanes without a median, a ten foot hiker biker trail on the north side, and a 
five foot sidewalk on the south side.  While this minimization option would correct the existing 
substandard deficiencies on Hanover Road, it would not provide the four lanes that both Howard 
and Anne Arundel counties desire.  Furthermore, reduction of the typical section would require 
Hanover Road to be closed for long periods of time during construction, whereas the alternatives 
retained for detailed study would not require closure.  Long periods of complete closure would 
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be undesirable because Hanover Road is used by Anne Arundel and Howard county emergency 
service providers.   
 
In a letter dated August 1, 2006, the COE suggested an additional minimization option that 
would involve reducing the median width on Hanover Road to further reduce environmental 
impacts (Appendix B, page 11).  The SHA has evaluated the option and will reduce the median 
width to 18 feet in the Preferred Alternative/Conceptual mitigation package, as indicated in a 
letter to the COE dated June 27, 2007 (Appendix B, page 12).  
 
Approximately 50 percent of the total waterway impacts are associated with ephemeral, 
stormwater management channels.  Many of the waterways within the study area are conveyed 
beneath MD 295 in culverts.  Some of these are daylighted within the median, while others are 
not.  Widening MD 295 within the median, rather than to the outside, would significantly reduce 
impacts to these waterways. 
 
The SHA has examined wetland avoidance and minimization measures.  The proposed roadway 
was altered to completely avoid impacts to WET 2 and a MAA wetland mitigation site adjacent 
to Hanover Road.  As a result of coordination between the SHA and COE, impacts to wetlands in 
the northeast quadrant of the proposed interchange were avoided by shifting the Hanover Road 
alignment south as proposed by Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7, and 8.  Finally, an adjustment of slopes 
to 2:1 reduced impacts to the large Wetland of Special State Concern bordering Stoney Run 
Road.  As this project progresses toward final design, additional avoidance and minimization 
measures would be evaluated and implemented for any impacted wetlands and waterways.  
Additional minimization measures could include the use of steeper roadway embankments, 
perpendicular crossings for waterways, and the use of bridges rather than closed systems (i.e., 
culverts).   
 
Mitigation for wetlands could involve creating wetlands of comparable function and value to 
those impacted by construction, or restoration and/or enhancement of existing wetlands. 
Mitigation for waterways could involve creation or restoration of waterways, creation or 
enhancement of riparian buffers, and/or removal of fish passage impediments and creation or 
enhancement of fish habitat.  A mitigation site search will be conducted during Stage II of 
project planning, and summarized in the final document for this project.  Mitigation would be 
targeted on-site; however, if on-site mitigation is not available, off-site mitigation would occur. 
 
Since the proposed project is within the 4-mile Airport Zone of BWI, the SHA must consider the 
guidance set forth in FAA Advisory Circular 150/5200-33A, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on 
or Near Airports, which sets forth criteria for the location and the design of wetland mitigation 
projects to deter deer attraction.  Early coordination with MAA will be required during the 
location and design of any proposed wetland mitigation areas within the 4-mile Airport Zone of 
BWI. 
 

3. Floodplains 
Based on a review of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maps for Anne 
Arundel and Howard Counties, 100-year floodplains occur along Deep Run, Stony Run, and 
Piny Run, the three primary perennial waterways in the study area (Figure III.6).   
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a) Impacts 

The No-Build Alternative would not result in any impacts to floodplains; however, each of the 
build alternatives would impact floodplains to some degree.  Impacts to floodplains for each 
build alternative are summarized in Table III-11.  Potential impacts would occur primarily along 
the Deep Run floodplains.  Impacts could include direct impacts due to replacement or 
modification of bridges and culverts, and encroachment onto the floodplain.  Construction within 
floodplains can affect drainage patterns and floodwater control during and after storm events.   
 
Table III-11: Potential Impacts (acres) to 100-Year Floodplains. 

Alternative  
3 3A 4 4A 7 8 

Acres of Impact 6.39 6.64 6.47 6.97 8.42 6.97 

 

b) Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
The widening of MD 295 and Hanover Road would be limited to improvements to existing roads 
that cross stream channels perpendicularly, and none of the build alternatives would result in 
longitudinal floodplain encroachments.  Floodplain avoidance was evaluated during the 
preliminary design stages of each of the build alternatives.  Complete avoidance was not possible 
due to the existing road configurations.  Exact amounts of cut or fill and the potential effects of 
modifying bridges and extending culverts would be determined during the final design. 

 
4. Vegetation and Wildlife 

a) Existing Conditions 
The study area is located within a rural to suburban area that is experiencing rapid commercial 
and transportation development.  Existing plant communities and wildlife habitats were 
evaluated by an Anderson land use/land cover analysis, supplemented by field surveys of 
wetlands and waterways, specimen trees, and rare, threatened, and endangered plant species 
during which wildlife species were noted.  Specimen trees have a diameter of 30 inches or 
greater, measured 4.5 feet above the ground, or a diameter 75% or more of the diameter of the 
current state champion tree.  Existing vegetation includes a mix of residential plantings and 
landscapes species, old fields previously cleared for agriculture or planted as tree farms, and 
deciduous and mixed second-growth woodlands.  Twenty-four specimen trees were found within 
the study area.  An additional 14 specimen trees were found in close proximity to the study area.  
The locations of specimen trees are shown on Figure III.7. 
 
The project area contains wildlife typical of a rural-suburban area.  Typical species include 
songbirds and small birds of prey, whitetail deer, red fox, and small mammals adapted to a 
human environment, such as groundhogs, raccoons, and opossums.  
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b) Impacts 
Twenty-one specimen trees would be directly impacted by Alternatives 7 and 8, and 22 specimen 
trees would be impacted by Alternatives 3, 3A, 4, and 4A.  The No-Build Alternative would not 
impact existing vegetation and wildlife.  The build alternatives would convert varying amounts 
of forest, old field, and commercial/industrial land uses into transportation land uses. 
 
Commercial/industrial areas typically contain relatively high amounts of impervious surfaces, 
and provide little value to wildlife.  In contrast, forest and agricultural areas provide greater 
habitat value for wildlife since they contain more food and cover, and less impervious surface.  
 
Conversion of existing terrestrial land use/land cover types to transportation alternatives would 
range from 33 to 37 acres for forest land depending on the build alternative.  The MD 295 
project proposes improvements along or adjacent to existing alignments, and most of the 
vegetation and wildlife impacts would occur in roadway medians (MD 295), or along the edges 
of existing roadways (Hanover Road), as opposed to forest interior or other undisturbed habitats 
that would be affected by a newly-proposed roadway alignment. 
 

c) Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
The project would comply with applicable laws and regulations regarding forest impacts.  
Maryland’s Natural Resources Article 5-103, Reforestation Law, adopted 1989, amended 1990 
and 1991, requires that the construction of a highway by a unit of the State: 

• May cut or clear only the minimum number of trees and other woody plants that are 
necessary and consistent with sound design practices, and 

• Shall make every reasonable effort to minimize the cutting or clearing of trees and other 
woody plants. 

The Reforestation Law also requires the replacement, on public land, of removed wooded areas 
or contribution to the State Reforestation Law Fund.  These mitigation measures are required on 
an acre-for-acre (1:1) basis for impacts to one acre or more of forest. 
 

5. Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 
The MD DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
were contacted to determine if any rare, threatened or endangered species are located within the 
study area.  No rare, threatened or endangered animal species are known to occur within the 
study area.  Six state and one federal rare, threatened, or endangered plant species are known to 
occur in the vicinity of the study area (Table III-12).   
 
Table III-12. List of Plant Species and Their Status 

Scientific Name (common name) Status 
Helonias bullata (swamp pink) State Endangered & Federally Threatened  
Polanisia dodecandra (clammyweed) State Endangered  
Thelypteris simulata (bog fern) State Threatened 
Smilax pseudo-china (halberd-leaved greenbrier) State Threatened 
Arundinaria gigantea (giant cane) State Rare 
Juglans cinerea (butternut) State Rare 
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Surveys for the target plant species were conducted from May through August 2006.  Five 
different occurrences of bog fern were documented, and potential habitat was found in other 
portions of the study area.  All documented bog fern occurrences were relatively close to, but 
outside the limits of disturbance for each of the build alternatives. 
 

a) Impacts 
None of the build alternatives would result in direct impacts to rare, threatened, or endangered 
plants.  However, all of the build alternatives could potentially have indirect impacts on the bog 
fern as a result of impacts to the wetlands that support the plants.  The ROW impacts in the 
vicinity of the bog fern are sliver takes, totaling approximately 0.2 acre, along an existing 
roadway. 
 

b) Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation 
Impact avoidance/minimization measures during project design included the use of 2:1 slopes, 
which moved limits of disturbance for each of the build alternatives away from the bog fern 
occurrences.  Additional avoidance and minimization measures for potential indirect impacts will 
be coordinated with the MD DNR as project planning proceeds.  A report documenting the 
surveys conducted and locations of rare, threatened or endangered plants was provided to the 
MD DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service, as well as the MD DNR Resource Planning Program, 
Central Region Planning Office regarding survey results in portions of Patapsco Valley State 
Park.  The MD DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service responded to the SHA in a letter dated July, 
9, 2007 (Appendix B, page 28).  The SHA will continue to coordinate with the DNR to avoid 
and minimize indirect impacts to bog fern habitat. 
 

F. Air Quality 
The project-level air quality analysis was conducted in accordance with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), FHWA, and SHA guidelines.  Refer to the MD 295 Air Quality 
Technical Report (SHA 2007c) for details on the technical analysis and its components.   
 

1. Carbon Monoxide Micro-scale Evaluation 
Carbon monoxide (CO) predictions were analyzed as the accepted indicator for vehicle induced 
air pollution.  Air quality analyses utilized the MOBILE 6.2 emissions factor model and 
CAL3QHC dispersion model to predict worst-case CO concentrations for the existing year (2004 
data) and the design year (2030).  These models predict current and future air quality impacts 
based on CO pollutant concentrations at a variety of sites in the project corridor.  Computer 
modeled one-hour concentration levels were calculated to include background concentrations 
and were used to derive the eight-hour concentration levels, which were then compared to the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The objective of this analysis is to consider 
the effects of the project on the local ambient air quality relative to the NAAQS.  Air quality is 
assessed to determine whether the proposed transportation improvement project conforms to the 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) and the Maryland State Implementation Plan (SIP). 
 
A total of 69 receptors were used to predict both free-flow and idling condition worst-case CO 
concentrations for the existing environment and each of the alternatives in the project area.  
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These receptors were selected to represent areas of possible human use at or near the facility, as 
well as sites in close proximity to intersections that produce worst-case concentration levels. 
 
The air quality modeling analysis evaluated worst-case traffic conditions for the existing facility 
(2004), Alternative 1 No-Build (2030), and the six build alternatives (2030) retained for detailed 
study.  The analysis indicates that the eight-hour concentration of CO will not exceed the 
NAAQS of 9.0 ppm (parts per million) at any sites within the project area for any of the design 
alternatives, including the existing facility and No-Build Alternative. 
 
The maximum calculated one-hour and eight-hour CO concentrations are as follows: 

• Existing facility:  One hour = 5.2 ppm, eight-hour = 3.7 ppm 
• Alternative 1 (No-Build):  One hour = 5.9 ppm, eight-hour = 4.1 ppm 
• Alternatives 3 and 3A:  One hour = 4.6 ppm, eight-hour = 3.2 ppm 
• Alternatives 4 and 4A:  One hour = 4.6, eight-hour = 3.2 ppm 
• Alternative 7:  One hour = 4.6 ppm, eight-hour = 3.2 ppm 
• Alternative 8:  One hour = 4.6 ppm, eight-hour = 3.2 ppm 

 
Although CO concentrations are typically anticipated to decrease in the future due to lower fleet 
emissions, the relatively steady-state of CO emissions in both the existing and future case for this 
project are due to anticipated increases in traffic volumes and the effects of traffic queuing on 
local roadway intersections along common areas of Hanover Road that are expected to see a 
significant increase in daily traffic. 
 

2. PM2.5 Regional and Hot-Spot Conformity Determination 
The analysis of fine particulate matter (PM2.5) was conducted as part of an air quality technical 
analysis for the MD 295 project.  Please refer to the MD 295 Air Quality Technical Report (SHA 
2007c) for details on the technical analysis and its components. 
 
The MD 295 Project is located in Howard and Anne Arundel Counties, Maryland.  Both counties 
are listed as not in “non-attainment” with the NAAQS for carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, 
sulfur dioxide, and lead.  Howard and Anne Arundel Counties are listed as “moderate non-
attainment” relative to the NAAQS for eight-hour ozone and “non-attainment” relative to PM2.5 
(particulate matter 2.5 microns or smaller in size) and are therefore subject to conformity with 
the SIP.  Conformity to the SIP is determined through regional air quality analyses of the 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP), typically performed through the local Metropolitan 
Planning Organization.  This project demonstrates conformity with the SIP as it was included as 
part of Maryland’s approved 2007-2011 TIP (TIP Project Reference# 61-051-41). 
 
Projects that require hotspot analysis of PM2.5 are those projects that are Projects of Air Quality 
concern as outlined in 40 CFR 03.123 (b)(1): 

(i) New or expanded highway projects that have a significant number of or significant 
increase in diesel vehicles; 

(ii) Projects affecting intersections that are Level-of-Service D, E, or F with a significant 
number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to a Level-of-Service D, E, or F 
because of increased traffic volumes from a significant number of diesel vehicles related 
to the project; 
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(iii)  New bus and rail terminal and transfer points that have a significant number of diesel 
vehicles congregating at a single location; 

(iv) Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the number 
of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location; and 

(v) Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in the 
PM10 or PM2.5 applicable implementation plan submission, as appropriate, as sites of 
violation or possible violation. 

 
Based on review and analysis of the proposed MD 295 project, it has been determined that the 
project is not a project of air quality concern under 40 CFR 93.109.  The following analysis is 
offered to support this designation: 
 

• The MD 295 project does not meet the criteria set forth in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) as 
amended to be considered a project of air quality concern because the project corridor is 
primarily used by gasoline vehicles.  Referencing the EPA’s March 2006 Transportation 
Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 
Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas (EPA420-B-06-902), Appendix A indicates that 
in order to be considered a project of air quality concern, a project would require average 
annual daily traffic (AADT) in excess of 125,000 vehicles and a diesel truck percentage 
in excess of 10%.  As outlined in Table III-13, AADT on the MD 295 mainline will 
exceed the AADT threshold in the build scenario, but fall well short of the requisite 10% 
diesel truck component.  Anticipated Hanover Road AADTs are well below the 125,000 
threshold with corresponding diesel truck percentages well below 10%. 

 
Table III-13: Percent of Diesel Powered Traffic and Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) 
for the Existing (2004), Year 2030 No-Build, and Year 2030 Build Conditions on the MD 295 
Mainline Between MD 100 and I-195 and Hanover Road. 

Project Area Existing Year 2030 No-Build Year 2030 Build 
MD 295 Mainline 

Percent Diesel 3.09% 3.09% 3.09% 
AADT 84,850 118,300 130,900 

Hanover Road 
Percent Diesel 6.27% 6.27% 6.27% 
AADT, by Segment 

East of Interchange 1,200 5,175 33,050 
New Extension -- -- 26,350 
Stoney Run Road 12,250 32,600 19,700 

 
• As discussed in the examples to the preamble to the March 10, 2006 Final Rule for PM10 

and PM2.5 Hot Spot Analyses in Project-Level Transportation Conformity Determination 
(71FR12491), 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) has been interpreted as applying only to projects 
involving a significant increase in the number of diesel transit buses and diesel trucks for 
new or expanded highway projects.  This is consistent with 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(iv) 
which defines projects of air quality concern based on a significant increase in diesel 
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vehicles due to terminal or transfer project expansion.  As discussed below, the AADT on 
the MD 295 mainline will vary by approximately 10% between the build and no-build 
scenarios, with static diesel truck percentages anticipated.   

 
 The Hanover Road section of the project warrants additional consideration.  The peak 

2030 No-Build volume in the Hanover Road/Stoney Run Road corridor is 32,600 
vehicles per day, predicted to occur on the Stoney Run Road portion of the corridor 
between New Ridge Road and MD 170 (Table III-13).  In the 2030 Build scenario, 
the peak volume is 33,050 vehicles per day (a 1.4% increase) which would occur on 
Hanover Road immediately east of the proposed interchange.  In addition, the newly 
proposed extension of Hanover Road between Ridge Road and Old Stoney Run Road 
would have a volume of 26,350 vehicles per day, lower than the No-Build peak level 
of 32,600 vehicles per day.  Moreover, traffic volume on Stoney Run Road between 
New Ridge Road and MD 170, the peak section in No-Build scenario, would be 
reduced to 19,700 vehicles per day in Build scenario.  The relatively small increase in 
traffic along the Hanover Road is not sufficient to warrant its consideration as a 
project of air quality concern. 

 
• Section 176(c) of the CAA and the federal conformity rule requires that transportation 

plans and programs conform to the intent of the state air quality implementation plan 
(SIP) through a regional emissions analysis in PM2.5 non-attainment areas.  Howard and 
Anne Arundel counties are both located in the Baltimore, MD PM2.5 area. 

 
Conclusion 
Based on review and analysis of the proposed MD 295 Project Planning Study, it has been 
determined that the project meets the CAA and 40 CFR 93.109 requirements.  These 
requirements are met for particulate matter without a project level hot-spot analysis since the 
project has not been found to be a project of air quality concern as defined under 40 CFR 
93.123(b)(1).  Since the project meets the CAA and 40 CFR 93.109 requirements, the project 
will not cause or contribute to a new violation of the PM2.5 National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, or increase the frequency or severity of a violation. 
 
The project area falls under the jurisdiction of the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board 
(BRTB).  The BRTP is the federally recognized Metropolitan Planning Organization for 
transportation planning in the Baltimore Region.  Members of the Baltimore Metropolitan 
Council (BMC) Board serve on the BRTB, and the BMC provides technical and staff support to 
the BRTB.  Anne Arundel and Howard counties are both considered to be in “non-attainment” 
for PM2.5.  The BRTB approved the 2007-2011 TIP and the 2004 Baltimore Regional 
Transportation Plan on August 22, 2006, and has concluded that the region’s transportation plan 
and program are in conformity with the SIP relative to air quality goals.  Therefore, the MD 295 
project has been included in a conforming plan and program in accordance with 40 CFR 93.115.  
The current conformity determination is consistent with the final conformity rule found in 40 
CFR Parts 51 and 93. 
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3. Mobile Source Air Toxics Analysis 
FHWA Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents, requires analysis of Mobile Source 
Air Toxics (MSAT) under specific conditions.  The EPA has designated six prioritized MSATs 
which are known or probable carcinogens, or can cause chronic respiratory effects.  The six 
prioritized MSATs are: Benzene, Acrolein, Formaldehyde, 1,3-Butadiene, Acetaldehyde, and 
Diesel Exhaust (Diesel Exhaust Gases and Diesel Particulate Matter). The MD 295 project would 
be considered in the category: “Projects with Low Potential MSAT Effects”, as described in the 
referenced guidance.  An example of this type of project is a minor widening project and new 
interchanges, where design year traffic (AADT) is not projected to exceed 150,000.  Projects in 
this category may require a qualitative MSAT analysis. 
 
For each alternative, the amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to the vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT), assuming that other variables such as fleet mix are the same.  The VMT 
estimated for the build alternative will be higher than the No-Build alternative because the 
additional access to Hanover Road via the proposed MD 295 interchange may attract re-routed 
trips from elsewhere in the transportation network.  This could lead to an increase in VMT that 
would lead to higher MSAT emissions for the action alternative along the highway corridor, 
along with a corresponding decrease in MSAT emissions along the parallel routes.  The 
emissions increase is also offset somewhat by lower MSAT emission rates due to increased 
speeds, because according to EPA’s MOBILE 6.2 emissions model, emissions of all of the 
priority MSATs except for diesel particulate matter decrease as speed increases.  The extent to 
which these speed-related emissions decreases will offset VMT-related emissions increases 
cannot be reliably projected due to the inherent deficiencies of technical models.  In addition, 
construction of interchanges to replace at-grade intersections will reduce idling, thereby reducing 
emissions.  Furthermore, at both the project location and regionally, MSAT concentrations will 
decrease in future years due to EPA's vehicle emission and fuel regulations.  Refer to the figure 
below. 
 

U.S. Annual Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) vs. Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions, 2000-2020 

 
Source: Memorandum - Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents, US Department of Transportation, Federal Highway 
Administration, February 2006. 
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Included herein is a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project.  
However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts 
of the emission changes associated with the build alternatives. Due to these limitations, the 
following discussion is included in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ) regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding incomplete or unavailable information:  
 

• Evaluating the environmental and health impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway 
project would involve several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion 
modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated 
emissions, exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to the estimated 
concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on the estimated 
exposure.  Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain 
science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of this 
project. 

 
• The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor vehicles are not sensitive to key 

variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of highway projects.  The tools 
to predict how MSATs disperse are also limited.  Even if emission levels and 
concentrations of MSATs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current 
techniques for exposure assessment and risk analysis preclude reaching meaningful 
conclusions about project-specific health impacts.  Research into the health impacts of 
MSATs is ongoing.  For different emission types, there are a variety of studies that show 
that some either are statistically associated with adverse health outcomes through 
epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels found in occupational 
settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when exposed to large 
doses.  The EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to 
these pollutants. 

 
• As discussed above, technical shortcomings of emissions and dispersion models and 

uncertain science with respect to health effects prevent meaningful or reliable estimates 
of MSAT emissions and effects of this project.  However, even though reliable methods 
do not exist to accurately estimate the health impacts of MSATs at the project level, it is 
possible to qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions under the project.  
Although a qualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from MSATs, 
it can give a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT 
emissions if any from the build alternatives. 

 
In summary, under any build alternative in the design year, it is expected there would be reduced 
MSAT emissions in the immediate area of the project, relative to the No-Build alternative, due to 
the EPA MSAT reduction programs and reduced VMT associated with more direct routing.  In 
comparing various project alternatives, MSAT levels could be higher under the build alternatives 
than the No-Build Alternative.  However, as discussed above, the magnitude and the duration of 
these potential increases compared to the No-Build Alternative cannot be accurately quantified 
due to the inherent deficiencies of current models.  In addition, on a regional basis, the EPA 
vehicle and fuel regulations coupled with fleet turnover will cause region-wide MSAT levels to 
be significantly lower than today in almost all cases. 
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G. Noise 
This project-level traffic noise analysis has been completed in accordance with FHWA and SHA 
guidelines, including Title 23 of the CFR, Part 772 Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic 
Noise and Construction Noise (23 CFR, Part 772) and the MDOT – SHA Sound Barrier Policy 
(May 1998).  Refer to the MD 295 Traffic Noise Technical Report (SHA 2007d) for a detailed 
discussion of the component portions of the traffic noise analysis. 
 

1. Noise Abatement Criteria and Noise Sensitive Areas 
Noise abatement criteria (NAC) for various land uses have been established by FHWA in 23 
CFR, Part 772 and the SHA Sound Barrier Policy.  These categories and criteria are presented in 
Table III-14.  The noise abatement criterion for land uses occurring in the project study area 
(Category B) is 67 A-weighted decibel scale (dBA) A-weighted equivalent sound level (Leq).  
For this analysis, the noise sensitive land use in the project corridor has been divided into nine 
noise sensitive areas (NSAs), with a supplemental area representing portions of Patapsco Valley 
State Park. 
 
Table III-14: FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria 

Activity 
Group 

One Hour 
Equivalent Level 

(Leq(h), dBA) 
Description 

A 57 
(Exterior) 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and 
serve an important public need and where the preservation of those 
qualities is essential if the area is to continue to serve its intended 
purposes 

B 67 
(Exterior) 

Picnic areas, recreation areas, playgrounds, active sports areas, parks, 
residences, motels, hotels, schools, churches, libraries, and hospitals 

C 72 
(Exterior) 

Developed lands, properties, or activities not included in Categories A or 
B above. 

D - Undeveloped lands 

E 52 
(Interior) 

Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, schools, churches, 
libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums 

FHWA NAC, 23 CFR, Part 772 
Hourly A-Weighted Sound Level in Decibels (dBA) 
 
Highway traffic noise analyses seek to determine if mitigation, typically in the form of vertical 
sound barriers, are required for the proposed project.  The SHA follows FHWA protocols and 
guidelines to determine if the NSAs of the project warrant abatement consideration.  Areas that 
warrant abatement consideration are then screened to determine if mitigation is feasible and 
reasonable, as defined by the screening criteria developed by SHA.  Please refer to the technical 
report for a detailed discussion of warranted, feasible, and reasonable mitigation analysis. 
 
Non-conforming land use is also present in the project area and has a significant affect on this 
noise analysis.  The MAA has identified areas along Hanover Road that fall within the 65 dBA 
(DNL) Noise Contour.  The DNL is the day-night average sound level (in decibels) expressed as 
a weighted 24-hour average.  Refer to the technical report for a copy of the MAA non-
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conforming land use document and the airport noise map identifying the areas of non-
conforming land use.  In general, residential land use is incompatible with noise levels of 65 
dBA (DNL) or greater.  As such, the MAA has initiated a voluntary land acquisition program for 
non-conforming land use in the area, provided that the properties have been zoned by local 
government to transition into conforming land uses (typically commercial or industrial).  Anne 
Arundel County has adopted these zoning requirements and the MAA has initiated their land 
acquisition program. 
 

2. Evaluation Methodology and Impact Analysis 
Noise monitoring was used as the basis for establishing the existing worst-case noise levels.  
These baseline values were derived through field measurements in the project area which were 
then integrated into the FHWA Traffic Noise Model v2.5 (TNM).  The TNM seeks to simulate 
the noise environment by using a three-dimensional coordinate system to incorporate significant 
acoustical features.  These features include roadways with variable traffic characteristics 
(volumes, vehicle composition, and speeds) as well as environmental features that affect traffic 
noise propagation (intervening terrain, tree zones, buildings, etc.).  The base models incorporate 
the existing features as observed in the field in order to calibrate the noise model.  A model is 
calibrated if it can predict noise levels that fall within +/- three dBA of the field-monitored noise 
levels.  The monitored noise levels and calibration data are summarized in Table III-15.  Note 
that monitored noise at receptor sites 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8 were dominated by non-traffic sources 
associated with flight operations at BWI.  Consequently, traffic noise levels were lower than the 
ambient monitored level at those sites. 
 
Table III-15: Monitored Noise Levels 

Receptor Site Monitored Level Calibration 
Modeling Level Differenceb 

Existing Worst-
Case Traffic Noise 

Levels a 
Receptor 1a 58.0 51.5 -6.5 53.4 
Receptor 2 60.6 63.0 2.4 63.3 
Receptor 3 68.8 68.5 -0.3 66.1 
Receptor 4 61.4 61.7 0.3 59.5 
Receptor 5 a 56.7 40.1 -16.6 39.5 
Receptor 6 a 56.5 47.9 -8.6 48.6 
Receptor 7 a 56.9 46.6 -10.3 46.5 
Receptor 8 a 57.1 54.0 -3.1 54.2 
Receptor 9 57.8 59.4 1.6 60.8 

a Receptor site dominated by non-traffic noise sources, primarily flight operations associated with BWI.  The traffic 
noise component is reported in this table, as existing ambient levels can only be generally correlated to traffic noise 
levels. 
b Noise levels that fall outside of the +/- three dBA criteria for calibration are shown in bold. 
 
The calibrated model is then adjusted to reflect worst-case traffic conditions to generate the 
worst-case existing (2004) traffic noise levels.  These results are noted and the model is then re-
adjusted to reflect worst-case design year (2030) noise levels.  This is accomplished by 
incorporating future worst case traffic parameters, and is expanded through the inclusion of 
additional “modeled-only” sites to assist in the prediction and understanding of noise 
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propagation.  These future No-Build noise levels assist in the evaluation of mitigation feasibility 
and reasonableness. 
 

3. Results 
Predicted noise levels are used to determine traffic noise impacts based on the SHA/FHWA 
criteria.  Both the 66 dBA absolute noise level impact and substantial increase over existing 
noise level impact criteria were used in this assessment.  The noise levels associated with this 
project are presented in Table III-16, and those shown in bold in the table indicate NSAs with 
anticipated noise impacts. 
 
Table III-16:  Predicted Design Year Noise Levels 

NSA Receivers 
Number of 
Residences 

Represented 

Existing 
Worst 
Case 

Future 
No- 

Build 

Alternatives 
3 and 3A 

Alternatives 
4 and 4A 

Alternative 
7 

Alternative 
8 

R-1 1 53.4 61.2 72.1 72.1 72.1 72.5 
1 

R-1A 1 53.6 61.6 71.8 71.8 71.8 72.3 
R-2 1 63.3 65.2 59.4 59.4 59.4 59.4 

R-2A 1 61.3 64.8 64.7 64.7 64.7 64.7 2 
R-2B 3 57.4 63.3 63.5 63.5 63.5 63.5 

3 R-3 2 66.1 68.6 68.6 68.6 68.6 68.6 
4 R-4 5 59.5 62.0 62.1 62.1 62.1 62.1 

R-5 1 39.5 41.8 62.6 62.6 62.6 62.6 
5 

R-5A 2 39.9 42.2 55.3 55.3 55.3 55.3 
R-6 2 48.6 54.9 63.1 62.6 58.3 58.1 

6 
R-6A 4 50.5 58.5 60.1 60.1 59.9 59.9 
R-7 2 46.5 51.0 62.3 62.1 76.3 76.5 7 

R-7A 1 48.6 55.7 70.7 70.7 77.6 77.6 
8 R-8 1 54.2 56.0 60.3 60.1 59.8 59.8 

R-9 1 60.8 67.2 68.3 68.3 64.2 64.1 
9 

R-9A 2 56.9 63.1 66.4 66.4 63.2 62.8 
Ref 1-100 * 71.3 73.1 74.1 74.1 74.1 74.1 
Ref 1-200 * 66.3 68.1 68.4 68.4 68.4 68.4 
Ref 1-400 * 60.8 62.9 63.0 63.0 63.0 63.0 
Ref 2-100 * 71.0 72.8 73.9 73.9 73.9 73.9 
Ref 2-200 * 65.7 67.5 69.6 69.6 69.6 69.6 

Patapsco 
Valley 
State 
Park 

Ref 2-400 * 59.8 61.7 63.2 63.2 63.2 63.2 

Results in bold indicate anticipated noise impacts.  * Patapsco Valley State Park represents a special land use and is 
not associated with a quantity of residences. 
 
Note that in several areas (NSAs 1, 5, 6, 7, and 8), traffic noise did not dominate the ambient 
acoustical environment.  NSA 1 does not contain roadways with enough traffic to dominate the 
ambient noise levels.  NSAs 5 through 8 are dominated by non-traffic noise sources, specifically 
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a departing flight path associated with BWI.  In these areas, TNM is not able to accurately 
represent ambient acoustical noise levels due to a lack of significant local noise contributing 
roadways.  The traffic noise component of the overall ambient noise levels was reported for 
those NSAs.  As stated earlier, a detailed airport noise analysis is not required, as the proposed 
project would not affect airport operations.  Non-conforming land use is also present in the 
project area, and these areas have been exempted from mitigation consideration due to their 
transition away from noise sensitive land use. 
 

a) Alternatives 3, 3A, 4, and 4A 
Five of the nine NSAs, as well as portions of Patapsco Valley State Park would experience build 
year noise levels equal to or exceeding FHWA/SHA impact criteria for Alternatives 3, 3A, 4, and 
4A, and therefore warrant abatement consideration.  Feasible mitigation was investigated for 
NSAs 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9.   
 
Local access constraints preclude mitigation consideration for NSAs 1 and 9.  Mitigation in the 
form of a vertical noise barrier generally requires that an unbroken barrier be constructed 
adjacent to the noise sensitive parcels for a length extending four times the distance between the 
“edge” impacted sites and the source.  In developing potential mitigation along the MD 295 
southbound exit ramp as well as along the MD 295 mainline, Hanover Road was found to be the 
dominant traffic noise source for both of these NSAs.  No benefits in NSA 1 and benefits of less 
than 1 dBA in NSA 9 would be realized for barriers at these locations.  Local driveway access 
would preclude construction of an unbroken barrier along Hanover Road in these NSAs. 
 
Mitigation for NSA 3 was found to be feasible but not reasonable.  The SHA policy on result 
from the build condition, a sound barrier could be considered not to be reasonable.  Design 
changes are minimal in this section of the project area, yielding No-Build noise levels that are 
identical to those predicted for the build condition.  Design changes do not have an audible effect 
on this NSA.  Consequently, noise mitigation is not reasonable.  It should also be noted that this 
NSA includes only two residences, severely limiting mitigation design that would reasonably 
cost less than $50,000 per benefited residence. 
 
NSAs 5 and 7 contain non-conforming residential land use and are therefore exempt from 
mitigation consideration. 
 

b) Alternatives 7 and 8 
Four of the nine NSAs as well as portions of Patapsco Valley State Park would experience build 
year noise levels equal to or exceeding FHWA/SHA impact criteria for Alternatives 7 and 8 and 
therefore warrant abatement consideration.  Feasible mitigation was investigated for NSAs 1, 3, 
5, and 7.  The mitigation for these areas was discussed in association with Alternatives 3, 3A, 4, 
and 4A in the preceding section. 
 

4. Mitigation Summary 
Because the No-Build Alternative would not involve additional highway improvements or 
increase existing capacity, noise abatement was not considered.  Future No-Build noise levels 
were used to determine reasonability. 



MD 295 Project Planning Study  Environmental Assessment 

III-49 

Patapsco Valley State Park is a unique land use in the project area that was given independent 
consideration of mitigation.  The portion of the park within and directly surrounding the project 
area are typified by open space with no active use component.  Because there is no active use of 
the park in this location, noise abatement was not considered.  The Noise Technical Report 
includes additional details on this special land use. 
 

H. Hazardous Materials 
A substantial amount of risk can be imposed upon humans if municipal, industrial, and residual 
wastes are not stored, disposed and cared for appropriately.  To identify and account for the 
municipal, industrial, and residual waste materials within the study area, an Initial Site 
Assessment was conducted for the study area.  The following narrative is a summary of this 
assessment.  For details, please refer to the Initial Site Assessment for the MD 295 Planning 
Project (SHA 2006b). 
 
Of the 45 sites within and surrounding the study area that were identified as having potential 
hazardous waste concerns, a total of 30 are recommended for further investigation.  The Initial 
Site Assessment (Maryland State Highway Administration 2006b) identified 29 of these, and the 
final site was identified following preparation of that assessment.  Twenty-five of the potential 
sites of concern contain under- or aboveground storage tanks (UST/AST) – two of which are 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste generators with documented 
violations.  Two of the remaining sites are dump sites and one is a dry cleaners.  MD 295 itself 
was recommended for soil sampling along the roadway to detect any surface soil contamination.  
The final site was discovered during the natural resources field investigations.  It is a fenced area 
with a locked gate that was not evaluated for potential hazardous material during the Initial Site 
Assessment due to this restricted access.  No National Priority List (NPL) sites, state hazardous 
waste sites, or Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Information 
System (CERCLIS) sites were identified within the project study area.  
 

1. Impacts and Minimization/Mitigation 
There are 30 sites with potential for hazardous materials that could be affected by the build 
alternatives.  Depending on the area required for acquisition, further investigations of some or all 
of these sites could be required and would be conducted prior to acquisition.  Further 
investigations could include soil sampling and testing to determine whether hazardous materials 
remain on the site.  Should contaminated soil be present within the site, excavation and proper 
removal/disposal of the material would be required. 

 

I. Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) Analysis  
1. ICE Analysis Objective and Scoping 

An ICE Analysis was conducted in compliance with the NEPA, Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations (40 CFR 1508.25(c)), and SHA guidelines (SHA 2007e).  The ICE Analysis 
is required to investigate all past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Secondary 
impacts are those reasonably foreseeable impacts occurring after the construction of the project, 
due to development that is dependent upon the project’s alternatives.  Cumulative effects are 
those incremental impacts on the environment which result from the action when added to other 
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past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or 
non-federal) or person undertake such actions.  ICE scoping involved identifying environmental 
resources in the project area and ICE issues for consideration, such as data availability, 
geographic boundaries and time frames for analysis. 
 

a) Resources 
Resources impacted directly and/or secondarily by the project form the basis for resources 
examined by the ICE Analysis.  Table III-17 shows the resources that were analyzed and the 
rationale for their inclusion.  Representative sub-boundaries for these resources are also listed in 
the table.  These sub-boundaries were used to form the overall ICE Boundary (Figure III.8).   
 
Table III-17: Summary of Potential ICE Resources 

Resource Incorporation 
into ICE Analysis 

Rationale Representative Sub-boundary

Socioeconomic Resources 
Community Resources 
(cohesion, linkages, services, 
labor) 

Yes Direct Impacts Census Tracts, Planning Areas  

Park and Recreation Facilities Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds, Planning Areas 
Farmland/Agriculture Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds, Planning Areas 
Natural Environmental Resources 
Floodplains  Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Groundwater Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Surface Water Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Wetlands Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Streams Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Terrestrial Habitat (woodland) Yes Direct Impacts Watersheds 
Rare, Threatened, Endangered 
Species  

Yes  Direct impacts   Watersheds 

 

b) Time Frame 
A period of 60 years, from 1970 to 2030, was selected to represent the ICE time frame.  This 
time frame was chosen after reviewing historical events that took place within the study area, 
changes in population growth, availability of data, and the design year of the project. 
 
Table III-18 shows the change in population for Anne Arundel, Howard, and Baltimore 
Counties, from 1930 to 2000.  As the table indicates, populations increased significantly in the 
1950s and more than doubled the 1950s total by the 1970s in Anne Arundel, Howard, and 
Baltimore Counties.  
  
Table III-18: Population within Anne Arundel, Howard, and Balt. Counties, 1930-2000 

County 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 
Anne Arundel   55,167   68,375 117,392 206,634 297,539 370,775 427,239 489,656 
Howard   16,169   17,175   23,119   36,152   61,911 118,572 187,328 247,842 
Baltimore 124,565 155,825 270,273 492,428 621,077 655,615 692,134 754,292 
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Choosing the ICE past time frame of 1970 was not only based on the population growth 
(population more than doubled by 1970), but also on other significant land use changes and 
development within the area by the 1970s.  In the early 1950s, two large transportation projects 
were initiated that most likely affected the study area.  In 1950, the Friendship International 
Airport was completed and opened for service.  At approximately the same time, MD 295 was 
completed.  In 1972, the airport was purchased by the MDOT from the City of Baltimore, and 
airport operations grew from three employees to more than 200.  The name was also changed to 
Baltimore/Washington International Airport to reflect the regional importance of this growing 
airport.  Airport expansion and renovation occurred throughout the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s, and 
continues to this day.  The name of the airport changed again in October 2005 to 
Baltimore/Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport in honor of the late Thurgood 
Marshall.  
 
Other important transportation projects that affected land use changes in the study area include 
the Harbor Tunnel, I-695, the corresponding section of I-95, the Francis Scott Key Bridge, and 
the Fort McHenry Tunnel.  The Harbor Tunnel was completed in 1957, and at approximately the 
same time the construction for I-695 was initiated and incorporated into the interstate system.  
The original section of I-695 was completed in 1962, and it ran clockwise from Ritchie Highway 
(MD 2) to Pulaski Highway (US 40), from current exits 3 to 35.  In 1971, the corresponding 
section of I-95 was completed.  In 1977, the Francis Scott Key Bridge over the Patapsco River 
(Baltimore Harbor) was opened, which included an 11-mile toll facility from MD 10 to MD 151.  
The Fort McHenry Tunnel was completed in 1985. 
 
The future time frame was determined from the project’s design year of 2030.  Most population 
and travel forecasting projections are available through 2030, although some data is only 
available to year 2020.    
 

c) Geographic Boundary 
The geographic boundary for evaluating potential secondary and cumulative effects was 
established based on a review of resources directly affected by the project.  Potential sub-
boundaries included census tracts, planning areas, watersheds, the project Area of Traffic 
Influence (ATI), Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs) and PFAs.  Three of these resource boundaries – 
census tracts, planning areas, and watershed boundaries – were used as representative sub-
boundaries.  The sub-boundaries considered in establishing the geographic boundary of the ICE 
Analysis area are described below.   
 
Election Districts and Census Tracts 
Twelve census tracts lie partially within the study area in Anne Arundel, Baltimore, and Howard 
Counties.  The census tracts within the study area were not delineated by the U.S. Department of 
Commerce until 1970.  Therefore, population trends and analysis prior to 1970 used election 
districts (also known as “minor civil divisions” or “county subdivisions”).  Election districts are 
also useful for trend analyses because their boundaries have not changed since prior to 1910.  
The election districts that are within the study area include: Election Districts 4 and 5 (Anne 
Arundel County); Election Districts 1 and 6 (Howard County); and Election Districts 1 and 13 
(Baltimore County).  Election district boundaries were not specifically used as an ICE sub-
boundary; however, they were used to evaluate population trends.  Census tract boundaries were 
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used as the southeastern sub-boundary of the overall ICE Analysis boundary to represent 
socioeconomic resources affected by the project.   
 
Planning Areas 
There are 16 small planning areas managed by the Anne Arundel County Department of 
Planning and five planning areas managed by the Howard County Department of Planning.  
Baltimore County has 42 regional planning districts.  The regional planning districts of 
Baltimore County were classified as planning areas for purposes of ICE.  Planning areas were 
used to represent impacts to socioeconomic and cultural resources.  The ICE Analysis Boundary 
falls within Elkridge and part of Columbia and Southeast planning areas of Howard County; 
Severn, Linthicum/BWI, Odenton, Brooklyn Park, and part of Glen Burnie planning areas of 
Anne Arundel County; and Arbutus/Lansdowne and part of Catonsville planning area of 
Baltimore County.  The planning area boundary was used for the northeast, northwest, and a 
portion of the southeast portion of the overall ICE Analysis boundary. 
 
Watersheds 
The MD DNR 12-digit watershed boundaries were used to assess impacts to natural resources 
such as forested lands, streams, wetlands, and floodplains.  There are approximately 12 sub-
watersheds located in the ICE Analysis boundary; Piny Run, Deep Run, unnamed tributaries to 
Deep Run, Stony Run, Dorsey Run, Severn Run, Midway Branch/Franklin Branch/Rogue 
Harbor Branch (note: all three names were stated for the same sub-watershed 12-digit number in 
the MD DNR Waterkeepers data), Picture Spring Branch, Saw Mill Creek, Marley Creek, 
Soapstone Branch (called Rockburn Branch in Howard County) and the Patapsco River.  Stony 
Run is located in the eastern side of the study area and Deep Run is located along the western 
side of the study area.  The watershed boundary was used to create all or part of the southern, 
western, and northern portions of the overall ICE Analysis boundary. 
 
Traffic Analysis Zones and Area of Traffic Influence 
The Metropolitan Washington Area Council of Governments has developed TAZs for the 
Washington Metropolitan Area.  A TAZ is a special area used for tabulating traffic-related data, 
especially journey-to-work and place-of-work statistics.  The TAZ boundaries were used to 
create the ATI, which included 20 TAZs.  The ICE Analysis boundary includes 96 TAZs in 
Anne Arundel, Baltimore, and Howard Counties, although the TAZs were not used as ICE sub-
boundaries. 
 
Priority Funding Areas 
The study area is located almost entirely within the PFAs that surround the Anne Arundel 
County BWI/Linthicum Small Area Plan and Howard County Master Plan.  PFAs are existing 
communities and other local areas designated by local jurisdictions in accordance with Maryland 
“Smart Growth” guidelines.  The intent of the Smart Growth guidelines, as established by the 
Neighborhood Conservation Act of 1997, is to limit sprawl by directing state funding for growth-
related projects.  Since the study area is entirely within the PFA, it was not used as an ICE sub-
boundary.    

d) Land Use Summary 
In order to evaluate the potential effects of the proposed transportation alternatives, it is useful to 
identify the pattern, intensity, and pace of development in the area.  Past, present, and future land 
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use within the ICE Analysis boundary were evaluated.  Past land use of the ICE area provided a 
baseline to compare with current land use.  This comparison allowed for the observation of 
trends that, in conjunction with local comprehensive plans and anticipated development, assisted 
in predicting future land use and potential cumulative effects of the project.  Land use within the 
ICE Analysis boundary (Table III-19) is shown for 1973 and 2002. 
 
Table III-19: ICE Analysis Study Area Land Use/Land Cover, 1973 – 2002. 

Land Use 
1973 

(Acres) 

1973 
% of Total 

Land 
2002 

(Acres) 

2002 
% of Total 

Land 

Change 
(acres) 

1973-2002 
% Change 
1973-2002 

Low Density 
Residential* 4,325.73 6.36 5,920.00 8.7 1,594.27 2.33
Medium/High Density 
Residential 10,191.65 14.98 15,406.65 22.6 5,215.00 7.64
Commercial/ 
Industrial 5,156.53 7.58 10,850.28 15.9 5,693.75 8.35
Institutional/ 
Open Urban 2,774.55 4.08 4,078.82 6.0 1,304.27 1.91

Other Land** 1,767.82 2.60 2,681.86 3.9 914.04 1.34

Total Development 24,216.28 35.60 38,937.60 57.2 14,721.33 21.57

Agriculture 9,043.08 13.29 3,627.08 5.3 -5,416.00 -7.97

Forest 33,755.29 49.60 24,573.66 36.1 -9,181.63 -13.52

Extractive/Barren 536.38 0.79 321.95 0.5 -214.43 -0.32

Wetland 365.99 0.54 425.34 0.6 59.35 0.08

Total Resources 43,700.74 64.22 28,948.03 42.5 -14,752.70 -21.73

Total Land 67,917.02 99.82 67,885.64 99.7 -31.38 -0.16

Water 131.70 0.19 229.10 0.3 97.40 0.15

Total 68,048.72 100.00 68,114.74 100.0 66.02 -0.01
Source: Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) (1990, 2002) 
*  The difference in low density residential is caused by different classification rules used for the 1973 and 2002 
data sets.    
** Other Land is comprised of Extractive/Barren and Transportation Land Use Categories 
 
 
Past Land Use 
Land use within the ICE Analysis boundary in 1973 was dominated by forest land (49.6 percent) 
(Figure III.9 and Table III.19).  In 1973, 13.3 percent of total lands were agricultural, with 
agricultural land located throughout the ICE area, although the largest tracts were located in the 
northwest portions of Howard County.  Over 35.6 percent of past land use (1973) was made up 
of mixed use development.  This mixed development included residences and commercial and 
industrial lands.  Residential properties were concentrated in Baltimore County and along the 
eastern edge of Anne Arundel County and encompassed approximately 28.9 percent of the total  
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land use.  Commercial and industrial properties were scattered throughout the ICE area, with the 
highest concentrations in Howard and Baltimore Counties.  Commercial and industrial properties 
cover approximately 7.6 percent of total land. 
 
Present Land Use 
The present land use conditions (MDP 2002) in the ICE Analysis boundary are depicted on 
Figure III.10 and summarized in Table III-19.  Over 57 percent land use in 2002 is mixed use 
development, as opposed to the 35.6 percent in 1973.  In 2002, 36.1 percent of the ICE area is 
still forested, although between 1973 and 2002 there was a loss of 13.5 percent of the forested 
areas.  According to the available GIS information from 2002, large residential tracts of land are 
located throughout the ICE area in all three counties, specifically in the northeastern and 
southeastern sections of Anne Arundel County, the northwestern section of Howard County, and 
throughout the portion of Baltimore County that lies within the ICE Analysis boundary.  Other 
smaller commercial/industrial tracts can be found throughout the study area, primarily in the 
western portion of Howard County and in the study area as well as the northeast portion of 
Baltimore County. 
 
In addition, growth within the BWI/Linthicum planning area is controlled by local zoning 
ordinances as well as by the BWI Airport Noise Zone (ANZ), which is an area that has been 
established by MAA to address development in areas that are exposed to high noise levels.  
MAA acquires residential properties within the ANZ through a voluntary land acquisition 
program and the properties are rezoned to compatible land uses such as commercial and 
industrial.  As a result of this program the MD 295 project area has been rezoned to 
commercial/industrial. 
 
Future Land Use 
Future land use within the ICE Analysis boundary will be primarily influenced by the 
recommendations of existing land use plans and zoning.  Future development within the MD 295 
study area was based on Anne Arundel County Small Area Plans, Maryland’s Changing Land, 
Past Present and Future (2001), Baltimore County’s Master Plan 2020, and the Anne Arundel 
and Howard County Capital Budget FY 2007.  Figures III.11 through III.12 depict all the 
proposed commercial and residential development in the ICE Analysis boundary, and the largest 
projects (over 100 acres) in the ICE Analysis boundary are listed in Table III-20 and depicted on 
Figure III.13.  The large projects are primarily residential and mixed use in Anne Arundel 
County and Howard County.  There are no projects over 100 acres proposed in Baltimore County 
within the ICE area.  In addition to the large projects listed in Table III-20, the proposed release 
of MAA-owned property (URS Corporation 2007) represents another change in future land use 
within the ICE Analysis boundary. 
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Table III-20: Largest Anticipated Developments Within or Near the ICE Study Area. 

Map 
ID* 

Development 
Name 

Type of 
Development

Acres County Status Potential Resources 
Impacted 

1 Hock Business 
Park Mixed Use 103 Anne 

Arundel Final Phase Agriculture, forest, water 

2 Miklasz Property Residential 105 Anne 
Arundel 

Approved/To 
be 
constructed 

Agriculture, forest 

3 
Piney 
Orchard/Cedar 
Ridge Condos 

Mixed Use 112 Anne 
Arundel Final Phase Agriculture, forest 

4 

Annapolis 
Junction 
Business 
PK/Centralia 
Mult 

Residential 115 Anne 
Arundel 

Approved/To 
be 
constructed 

Agriculture, forest, water 

5 
Odenton Town 
Center (Halle 
Property) 

Mixed Use 119 Anne 
Arundel Signed Forest 

6 
Arundel 
Crossing East 
Lot 18 

Residential 119 Anne 
Arundel Final Phase Forest 

7 
National 
Business Park, 
Lts 21R-32RR  

Mixed Use 121 Anne 
Arundel 

Preformal 
Phase Agriculture, forest 

8 Benson East Mixed Use 122 Howard  Final Plan Agriculture, forest 

9 
Kies Property 
LTS 
1rr,3,rr,4r5,6 

Industrial 128 Anne 
Arundel Final Phase Agriculture, forest, barren 

land 

10 Quarterfield 
Farms Residential 132 Anne 

Arundel Signed Forest 

11 Meadowridge 
Business Center Industrial 149 Howard  Final Plan Forest 

12 Clarks 100 Residential 179 Anne 
Arundel 

Preformal 
Phase Agriculture, forest 

13 
National 
Business Pk, Lts 
16rr and 17rrr 

Mixed Use 180 Anne 
Arundel Final Phase Agriculture, forest 

14 
Arundel Preserve 
Ph1 Par 1 
Resub/Retail 

Mixed Use 197 Anne 
Arundel 

Approved/To 
be 
constructed 

Forest, barren land 

15 Parkside Mixed Use 248 Anne 
Arundel Final Phase Agriculture, forest 

16 Chase Quarry Mixed Use 276 Howard  Final Plan Forest 

17 
Arundel Mills 
Blk A Lot 1R 
Best Buy 

Mixed Use 303 Anne 
Arundel Final Phase Forest, water, barren land 

18 Seven Oaks Mixed Use 385 Anne 
Arundel Signed Forest, barren land 

Sources:  MDP and Anne Arundel, Howard, and Baltimore County Planning Departments. 
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2. Analysis 
There are no proposed residential, commercial/industrial, or transportation projects that are 
dependent on completion of the MD 295 project.  The project would have no secondary effects 
because the project area is already accessible by existing roads, and all of the future projects 
would occur regardless of the MD 295 project.  Consequently, the analysis that follows considers 
only potential cumulative impacts on resources in the ICE Analysis boundary.  However, the 
construction of a new interchange at Hanover Road may make the project area more attractive to 
new development, particularly commercial uses.  This may have an indirect effect of generating 
additional commercial interest in the Hanover Road area, although such projects have not been 
proposed to date.  Additional projects could potentially increase cumulative impacts on 
environmental resources.  Nevertheless, these indirect effects would be compatible with current 
plans and zoning, and would also be constrained by the ANZ program (see page III-56).  The 
projects proposed to date are scattered throughout the ICE Analysis area and are compatible with 
the county’s planning documents and zoning, and are not concentrated in or near the project area, 
as illustrated in Figures III.10 through III.12. 
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Á

Iy

Anne Arundel
County

Anne Arundel
County

Howard
County

Baltimore
County

Baltimore City

Prince Georges

M
ap

 D
oc

um
en

t: 
(X

:\P
ro

je
ct

s\
P

69
2C

\M
ap

pi
ng

\E
A

\F
ig

IV
_4

Pr
op

SD
R

es
S

C
EA

.m
xd

)
5/

29
/2

00
7 

--
 9

:0
5:

56
 A

M

Roads

Waterways

County Boundary
Residential
Subdivisions

Study Area

ICE Boundary
Land Use

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

High Density Residential

Commercial

Industrial

Institutional

Other Developed Land

Agriculture

Forest

Water

Wetlands

Barren Land

MD 295 Improvements
From MD 100 to I-195 and Hanover Road from
High Tech Drive in Howard County to MD 170
(Aviation Boulevard) in Anne Arundel County

AUGUST 2007

Existing Land Use & Future
Developments - Residential Properties

FIGURE III.111 inch equals 9,000 feet



A°

À
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a) Socio-economic Impacts 
Community Resources 
The ICE Analysis boundary includes many small residential neighborhoods, industrial parks, and 
natural areas in addition to BWI.  Specifically, the area in Anne Arundel County includes a 
portion of the Patapsco Valley State Park, one residential subdivision (Shirley Heights), and 
several business and technology parks.  In the southwestern section of the ICE area are industrial 
parks and business centers located directly adjacent to MD 295 at the Route 100 interchange.  
Portions of Patapsco Valley State Park as well as open space/forested land and undeveloped land 
is located in this section adjacent to Hanover Road.  Within Anne Arundel County in the south-
central section of the ICE area are residences and business parks.  The majority of the residences 
are located along New Ridge Road and south of Dorsey Road.  In addition, the Hanover area 
southwest of the airport has been rezoned to commercial/industrial within the BWI/Linthicum 
planning area.  Arundel Mills Mall is on the outskirts of Harmans, south of Route 100.  Within 
the northwestern section of the ICE area in Howard County, are residential areas and industrial 
parks and business centers, including the industrial park in the northeastern quadrant of the 
Route 1 and Route 100 interchange. 
 
Past impacts to community resources within the ICE Analysis boundary are probably typical of 
many formerly rural areas that have undergone significant development, land conversion, and 
population growth, often as a consequence of their proximity to urban center(s).  As population 
size and density grow, roads become more crowded, the visual characteristics of neighborhoods 
and open areas change, and boundaries between small communities begin to overlap, sometimes 
leading to a loss of character and “small town feel.”  Additionally, local and regional economies 
change, and the demand and requirements for community resources (i.e. recreation areas, 
schools, religious facilities, health care, emergency services, retail business services) gradually 
increases. 
 
Cumulative effects to community resources would be both beneficial and adverse.  All 
cumulative effects associated with the MD 295 project would be the same, regardless of the build 
alternative selected.  Three to four residential displacements are expected with each of the build 
alternatives.  This may cause minor visual impacts around the MD 295 project area, as certain 
visual elements are removed, and replaced with roadway features.  The only impacts to business 
areas would result from ROW requirements.  In addition, there would be increased traffic for all 
residents along Hanover Road.  The addition of sidewalks and a bike lane would help mitigate 
the impacts to the community.   
 
The build alternatives would not affect the community as a result of the proposed residential 
displacements because no established communities would be bisected by the roadway 
improvements.  In addition, growth within the BWI/Linthicum planning area is controlled by 
local zoning ordinances as well as by the BWI ANZ, which is an area that has been established 
by the MAA to address development in areas that are exposed to high noise levels. MAA 
acquires residential properties within the ANZ through a voluntary land acquisition program 
(Voluntary Noise Acquisition program) and the properties are rezoned to compatible land uses 
such as commercial and industrial. As a result of this program the MD 295 project area has been 
rezoned to commercial/industrial.  Consequently, impacts to the residential area would be minor 



MD 295 Project Planning Study  Environmental Assessment 

 III-64

since a majority of the residents have already relocated as part of the Voluntary Noise 
Acquisition program. 
 
The benefits of providing transportation improvements (both safety and congestion relief), in 
general are that they benefit a large area compared to the potential negative impacts to a small 
area that may occur from these projects.  The additional residences and businesses that are 
proposed within the ICE area will increase the population.  This results in increased traffic and 
congestion.  The MD 295 project and other transportation projects in the area would improve 
local traffic conditions.  In addition, adding sidewalks and a bike lane to Hanover Road would 
benefit local communities.  Overall, the cumulative effects from the project would not have a 
negative impact on the network of community linkages in the MD 295 project area. 
 
Parks and Recreation 
The potential impacts of the MD 295 project on the Patapsco Valley State Park and the BWI 
Trail, and associated Section 4(f) coordination with the MD DNR and Anne Arundel County, 
respectively, are described in Section III.A.6.e (pages III-14 through III-17).  The potential for 
additional cumulative effects to parks and recreational facilities within the ICE Analysis 
boundary arises from the MD 295 project effects together with additional, unrelated development 
in the ICE area.  In particular, the proposed BWI expansion may cause direct impacts to the BWI 
trail system.  As redevelopment pressure rises, there may be additional cumulative impacts to 
parks and recreational areas.  However, local zoning regulations are also in place to protect parks 
and designated conservation areas from development through the permitting process.  Although 
cumulative impacts to parks may occur within the ICE Analysis boundary, these impacts are 
expected to be minimal based on protective regulations, including Section 4(f) of the 1966 
Department of Transportation Act which is in place to protect publicly owned parks and 
recreational resources, minimize impacts and/or mitigate for any unavoidable impacts for 
federally funded transportation projects.  
 

b) Natural Resources Impacts 
Water Resources 
Groundwater Resources 
One public water supply well, used exclusively by the Fleck Machine Company, Inc., is located 
on Ridge Road within the ICE area.  It is assumed that other commercial developments and 
residential homes within the study area use municipal water supplies, originating outside of the 
study area. 
 
Each of the build alternatives would encroach on 7.9 acres of the wellhead protection area 
surrounding the well.  Although this impact would occur within the SCEA boundary, there 
would be minimal potential for cumulative impacts to other groundwater resources within the 
ICE Analysis boundary as a result of any of the build alternatives.  The increase in impervious 
surface would proportionately increase runoff carrying vehicle-generated pollutants (e.g., oil, 
coolants, brake fluids, and rubber), which could potentially enter groundwater resources.  The 
contaminated groundwater has the potential to affect the streams that feed the Chesapeake Bay 
where both groundwater and surface waters eventually drain.  Stormwater runoff would be 
managed under current Maryland Stormwater Management Guidelines (MDE 2001), and the 
project would be designed in accordance with MDE stormwater regulations and BMPs.  Any 
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impacts to groundwater resources would be closely monitored by MDE and would fall under the 
regulation of the Safe Drinking Water Act. 
 
Wetlands, Aquatic Habitats, and 100-Year Floodplains 
Cumulative impacts to wetlands, aquatic habitat, and the 100-year floodplain caused by 
development within the ICE Analysis boundary would include direct impacts to wetlands, the 
100-year floodplain, and streams in the project limits (Stony Run, Deep Run, and Piny Run) by 
all of the build alternatives, and indirect long-term effects associated with increased road 
surfaces and impervious area.  Stony Run, Deep Run, and Piny Run are all located within the 
Patapsco River Lower North Branch watershed.   
 
The potential for additional indirect, cumulative effects to wetlands, aquatic habitat, and the 100-
year floodplain arises from the MD 295 project together with additional, unrelated development 
within the ICE study area.  In particular, the proposed BWI expansion and anticipated growth of 
the BWI business district may cause direct impacts to area wetlands and waterways.  As 
redevelopment pressure rises, there may be additional cumulative impacts to wetlands and 
waterways.  These would arise from continued resource land conversion to developed land, 
corresponding increases in impervious surfaces, and increased source and non-source pollutant 
loads.  There are already significant amounts of developed land in the project area that have 
contributed to a degraded water quality. 
 
Although cumulative impacts to wetlands, aquatic habitat, and water quality may occur within 
the ICE Analysis boundary, these impacts are expected to be minimal based on protective 
regulations related to wetland and waterways, forest conservation, and stormwater, sediment, and 
erosion control.  Strict zoning and state and federal regulations are in place to protect wetlands, 
waterways, and designated conservation areas from development through the permitting process.  
Additionally, limiting cumulative impacts to natural resources will require protection of critical 
resource lands, directing new development to existing developed lands, enhancing control of 
stormwater quantity and quality, and maximizing the use of smart growth and low impact 
development approaches. 

 
Woodlands 
Woodlands, or forest cover, comprised approximately 36.1 percent of the total land cover within 
the ICE Analysis boundary in 2002, making it the fourth most abundant land cover after 
medium/high density residential, institutional/open urban, and commercial industrial land uses 
(Table III-19).  Based on land use, there was a 13.5 percent loss in forest acreage between 1973 
and 2002 (Table III-19). 
 
Natural Resources Article Section 5-103, known as the Maryland Reforestation Law, regulates 
disturbances to forest land during highway construction projects.  Under this law, any highway 
project that impacts at least one acre of forest requires a strict 1:1 mitigation ratio if the highway 
project uses state funds.  The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) of 1991 regulates forest 
impacts for most other projects, including private and public development projects.  The FCA 
requires the preparation of a forest conservation plan for most impacts to forests that total more 
than 40,000 square feet.  Unlike the Maryland Reforestation Law, the FCA does not require a 
strict 1:1 mitigation for all affected forests.  Rather, the FCA protects “high priority” forests, and 
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sets forth reforestation and afforestation threshold percentages for any land undergoing 
development. 
  
Cumulative impacts to forest cover are anticipated in the ICE area as a result of the build 
alternatives, as well as public and private development projects that may occur in each of the 
counties (Figures III.11 through III.13).  Clearing of forested lands for the roadway 
improvements and proposed developments could also have an impact on forest dwelling species 
located within these areas of terrestrial habitat.  Although some currently forested land is 
proposed for industrial or residential land purposes, much of the existing forest cover would 
remain due to FCA requirements for any proposed developments, which require that certain 
percentages of forest cover remain after the development has been constructed.  Although there 
was a loss of forest acreage between 1973 and 2002, it is expected that that the overall 
cumulative effects to terrestrial habitat within the ICE Analysis boundary area would be minimal 
based on current land uses in the project area.  Given current Maryland Smart Growth policies, 
the county zoning regulations, and the two laws referenced above, most impacts to forest cover 
would only take place on areas designated by the counties for urban development, and mitigation 
would be required for most activities to offset any loss of forest habitat.   
 
Farmland/Agricultural (Prime Farmland Soils) 
Cumulative impacts to farmland/agricultural areas caused by development within the ICE 
Analysis boundary would include direct impacts to agricultural land by each of the build 
alternatives.  The potential for additional cumulative effects to farmland would arise from the 
MD 295 project effects together with additional, unrelated development within the SCEA study 
area.  As redevelopment pressure rises, there may be additional cumulative impacts to farmland 
and agricultural areas.  However, local zoning regulations are also in place to protect these areas 
from development through the establishment of farmland and agricultural preservation goals, and 
participation in the Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Program, which provides for the 
establishment of permanent preservation easements.  Although cumulative impacts to farmlands 
and agricultural areas may occur within the ICE area, these impacts are expected to be minimal 
based on zoning restrictions and State and County preservation goals.    
 
Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species Habitat 
Impacts to known occurrences of rare, threatened, and endangered plants in the project area 
would be avoided and minimized for the MD 295 project; however, cumulative impacts could 
occur due to the combined effects of the other proposed development projects within the ICE 
area.  Habitat sufficient to support these species could be impacted by direct habitat loss, or by 
indirect effects that alter the quality of existing habitats.  Cumulative effects would be avoided 
and minimized for each proposed development through required surveys to document new 
occurrences of any of these species.  Impacts would minimal due to current land use and state 
and federal laws.  Maryland endangered and threatened species are protected and regulated by 
the 1973 Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Maryland Endangered Species Act of 1973 and the 
1975 Maryland Nongame and Endangered Species Conservation Act.  Given current Maryland 
Smart Growth policies and the counties zoning regulations, most impacts to plant habitat would 
only take place on those areas designated by the counties for urban development. 
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c) Conclusions 
The proposed improvements to the MD 295 project area are consistent with objectives outlined 
in the Maryland State Highway CTP.  The project would have no secondary impacts because 
there are no planned public or private development projects that are dependent upon 
improvements to the MD 295 project.  There may be indirect effects due to the proposed 
interchange and improvements to Hanover Road.  The construction of an interchange at Hanover 
Road may enhance the attractiveness of the project area to particular business interests, although 
such projects have been proposed to date.  Any induced development would be compatible with 
current plans and zoning, and are also constrained by the ANZ program.   
 
There could be cumulative impacts to all of the natural resources in the project area, including 
community resources, parks and recreation areas, wetlands and waterways, agricultural lands, 
rare, threatened and endangered species, groundwater and woodlands as a result of the MD 295 
project as well as other proposed development within the ICE Analysis boundary.  Some of these 
impacts may be minimal.  These resources would be regulated by applicable state, local, and 
federal laws for avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation.  Cumulative effects to community 
resources would both beneficial and adverse due to proposed roadway improvements within the 
project area. 
 
As required by SHA guidelines, avoidance and minimization strategies continue to be 
incorporated into the roadway design to reduce direct impacts to environmental resources.  SHA 
would recommend mitigation for any direct impacts that remain following avoidance and 
minimization efforts.    
 
Future development and growth within the ICE area will be molded by state and county land 
development plans.  SHA will continue to work with local governments and agencies to promote 
beneficial controls and suggest that local jurisdictions develop resource preservation plans.  
However, efforts to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts caused by cumulative development 
within the ICE Analysis boundary would be beyond the control and funding authority of SHA.  
Anne Arundel, Howard, and Baltimore Counties and each individual municipality are ultimately 
responsible for monitoring and applying growth management techniques that result in 
development at a consistent pace with roadways and other necessary infrastructure.  Mitigation 
for cumulative effects to environmental resources must be considered by the responsible parties 
and regulatory agencies. 
 

J. Wild and Scenic Rivers 
There are no federally designated Wild and Scenic Rivers within or close to the project area.  
The Severn River, located approximately 6 miles southeast of BWI, is a state-designated Scenic 
and Wild River as established by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act and the Maryland Scenic and 
Wild Rivers Program.  All the streams and tributaries in the project area drain away from the 
Severn River, into the lower North Branch Patapsco River to the north. 
 

K. Coastal Zone Management 
All of Anne Arundel County is included in the Maryland Coastal Zone.  The Maryland Coastal 
Zone Management (CZM) Program is administered by the MDE and MD DNR.  Many of the 
CZM requirements are associated with inter-agency review of permit applications, as described 
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in A Guide to Maryland’s Coastal Zone Management Program Federal Consistency Process 
(MDE and MD DNR, 2004).  The final EA will include documentation of state agency’s 
determination on consistency with the Maryland CZM plan. 
 

L. Children’s Environmental Health and Safety Risks 
Pursuant to Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks 
and Safety Risks (April 21, 1997), the FAA revised their policies and procedures for compliance 
with NEPA [FAA Order 1050.1E (June 8, 2004)] to include the assessment of environmental 
health and safety risks resulting from airport development projects that may disproportionately 
affect children.  According to 1050.1E, these risks include “risks to health or safety that are 
attributable to products or substances that a child is likely to come in contact with or ingest, such 
as air, food, drinking water, recreational waters, soil, or products they might use or be exposed 
to” (Appendix A, Section 16.2b).  The MD 295 project would not result in an adverse impact to 
the health or safety of children in the project area.  
 

M. Light Emissions and Visual Impacts 
Existing light emissions at and in the project area include vehicular traffic, aircraft, the airport 
terminal, administration buildings, commercial buildings, and navigational aids (NAVAIDs).  
NAVAIDs direct light upward towards airborne aircraft at an angle sufficient to avoid visual 
impacts to the surrounding area.  The No-Build Alternative would have no adverse impacts from 
light emissions, nor would the surrounding community be subject to adverse visual impacts.  
Potential additional light emissions resulting from the build alternatives would include vehicular 
traffic utilizing the interchange, roadway, and direct access ramps as well as any street lights that 
would be added.  Given the existing land use of the area, visual impacts resulting from light 
emissions are expected to be minimal. 
 

N. Construction 
Project construction could result in adverse impacts to air, noise, water, or traffic elements such 
as congestion and detours associated with any of the build alternatives.  The proposed project 
would produce temporary fugitive dust emissions from construction activities and associated 
equipment.  However, contractors would exercise Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce 
dust during the construction phase of the project.  These emissions would be temporary and are 
not expected to adversely affect the area’s air quality.  Noise from construction equipment and 
related activities on site would be regulated through the development of a construction noise 
specification to minimize exposure outside of the construction area.  Traffic-related impacts 
would be minimized by developing and implementing a Maintenance of Traffic Management 
Plan.  All construction-related water quality impacts would be temporary, indirect, and would 
result from the removal of vegetation and grading activities, as well as the operation of earth-
moving equipment.  These temporary and indirect water quality impacts would likely result from 
soil erosion or sedimentation and the introduction of pollutants from construction machinery.  
BMPs would be employed to minimize adverse temporary impacts.  Potential temporary water 
degradation would be avoided, minimized, and mitigated through the implementation of an 
approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, approved Stormwater Management Plan, and the 
terms and restrictions associated with the Joint Non-tidal Wetlands and Waterways permit.  
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O. Natural Resources and Energy Supply 

Consideration of energy requirements associated with a transportation project normally fall 
under two categories:  Those relating to increased consumption from stationary facilities (i.e., 
additional facilities requiring heat, cooling, and other energy consuming systems), and those 
involving substantial increases in vehicle movement and related fuel consumption. 
 
Consideration of non-fuel natural resources is generally a concern if the proposed improvements 
will affect the ability to mine or collect natural resource materials, or if construction of the 
proposed project would require the use of materials that are in short supply.  There are no known 
deposits of valuable natural resources located in the vicinity of the project that would be affected 
by the proposed improvements. 
 
The MD 295 project is not anticipated to require the use of any construction materials that are 
unusual in nature or in short supply.  Estimates of the type and quantity of materials necessary 
for the proposed improvements will be determined in later phases of development and their 
availability through coordination with local suppliers. 
 

P. Pollution Prevention, and Solid Waste 
Four primary laws have been passed governing the handing and disposal of hazardous materials, 
chemicals, substances, and wastes.  The two statutes of most relevance are the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act [(RCRA) as amended by the Federal Facilities Compliance Act 
of 1992], and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
[(CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act).  RCRA 
governs the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes, and the cleanup of 
releases into the environment resulting from current operations.  CERCLA provides for the 
cleanup of former releases of hazardous substances into the environment that result from past 
operations.  Implementation of these statutes in Maryland is under the direction of the MDE. 
 
Impacts to solid waste management relate to the generation, handling and disposal of solid waste 
as a result of construction.  Waste would be transported and disposed of as directed by the 
appropriate authorities.  In removing trees, earth, and demolishing pavement, high quantities of 
solid waste may be generated.  Felled tree debris would be disposed of in accordance with state 
and local regulations.  None of the solid waste generated from the proposed project is anticipated 
to create capacity problems at the local landfill or require scheduled solid waste removal.  The 
No-Build Alternative would not impact or have adverse effects on local landfill operations. 
 
 



 

 

                                                  Comments and Coordination 
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IV. COMMENTS AND COORDINATION 
Coordination with cooperating agencies, environmental resource agencies, organizations, 
community associations, and the public has been an important component of the MD 295 
Project.  This section summarizes the coordination efforts, and Appendix B contains copies of 
the correspondence noted in Tables IV-1 through IV-4. 
 
A. Streamlined Process Coordination 

1. Purpose and Need 
The Purpose and Need Statement for the MD 295 Project Planning Study was presented to the 
agencies for review and comment in July 2005.  Each agency concurred with the Purpose and 
Need.  The Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) provided comments which were addressed in 
the final Purpose and Need Statement and are reflected in Section I of this document.  Table IV-1 
provides a list of the agency correspondence regarding the statement of Purpose and Need. 
 
Table IV-1: Purpose and Need Coordination 
Correspondence To From Date 
Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA FHWA 7/14/05
Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA COE 7/11/05
Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA FWS 7/30/05
Concurrence on Purpose and Need SHA EPA 7/19/05
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA MDP 7/13/05
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA MDE 3/8/07
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA MD DNR 7/15/05
Correspondence on Purpose and Need SHA BMC 7/18/05

 
2. Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 

The Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) were presented to the agencies for review 
and comment in July 2006.  Each agency concurred with minor comments.  Table IV-2 provides 
a list of the agency correspondence regarding the ARDS. 
 
The Maryland Department of Planning provided comments related to pedestrian and bicycle 
compatibility at the proposed interchange and consideration of a hiker-biker trail along one side 
of Hanover Road.  Pedestrian and bicycle facilities, as well as a hiker-biker trail, have been 
incorporated into the build alternatives, described in more detail in Section II of this document. 
 
Both the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
were concerned about the width of the proposed Hanover Road related to wetlands/waterways 
and Patapsco Valley State Park impacts, respectively.  A narrower footprint was evaluated and is 
discussed in Parklands and Recreational Facilities in Section III.A.6.e (pages III-14 through III-
16) and the Waters of the United States in Section III.E.2.c (pages III-33 to III-44).  The SHA 
response to the COE is included in Appendix B on page 12, and the SHA response to the EPA is 
included on page 15 of Appendix B. 
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Table IV-2: Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Coordination 
Correspondence To From Date 
Concurrence with Minor Comment on ARDS SHA FHWA 8/31/06
Concurrence with Minor Comment on ARDS SHA COE 8/1/06
Concurrence with Minor Comment on ARDS SHA EPA 9/7/06
Concurrence with no comment on ARDS SHA MDE 3/8/07
Correspondence with comment on ARDS SHA MDP 7/12/06
Correspondence with comment on ARDS SHA MDP 9/20/06
Correspondence with no comment on ARDS SHA BMC 9/20/06
Concurrence with comment on ARDS SHA MD DNR 11/9/06
Correspondence with no comment on ARDS SHA MHT 8/4/06
Response to comments on ARDS COE SHA 6/27/07
Response to comments on ARDS EPA SHA 7/19/07

 
3. Regulatory Agency Coordination 

Additional agency coordination and correspondence is listed in Table IV-3. 
 
Table IV-3: Agency Correspondence 

Correspondence To From Date 
Environmental Review Response SHA MD DNR 11/30/04
Environmental Review Response SHA USFWS 1/25/05
Environmental Review Response SHA MD DNR 3/31/05
State Threatened Plant Species Coordination SHA MD DNR 7/9/07
Request for Park Information Response SHA MD DNR 11/16/05
Request for Park Information Response SHA AA Rec and Park 6/28/05
Section 4(f) Coordination MD DNR SHA 5/29/07
Section 4(f) Coordination SHA MD DNR 7/10/07
Section 4(f) Coordination MD DNR SHA 8/27/07
Section 4(f) Coordination Anne Arundel Co. SHA 6/29/07
Section 4(f) Temporary Use Concurrence SHA Anne Arundel Co. 7/5/07
APE and NRHP Concurrence Request MHT SHA 12/21/05
APE and NRHP Concurrence SHA MHT 3/10/06
Phase I Archeological Survey Concurrence SHA MHT 5/15//06
Wellhead Protection Information Request MDE A.D. Marble & Co. 8/23/06
Wellhead Protection Information Response A.D. Marble & Co. MDE 8/23/06

Effects on Emergency Services SHA 
Howard Co. Dept. of 
Police 10/23/06

Response to Emergency Services 
Howard Co. Dept. of 
Police SHA 6/27/07

Effects on Emergency Services SHA 

Howard Co. Dept. of 
Fire and Rescue 
Services 10/25/06

Effects on Emergency Services SHA 
Anne Arundel Co. 
Police Dept. 3/6/07

Right of Entry Agreement SHA MD DNR 11/9/06
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Correspondence To From Date 
Cooperating Agency Request FAA FHWA 7/14/07
Cooperating Agency Concurrence FHWA FAA 7/28/07
FAA Form 7460: Notice of Proposed 
Construction or Alteration FAA MAA 7/26/07

 
 

4. Streamlined Process Meeting Minutes 
Meetings were held with local, state, and federal agencies at critical points in the project 
planning process to keep the involved parties informed and solicit feedback.  These meetings are 
listed in Table IV-4 and the minutes from them are included in Appendix B (pages 69 through 
84). 
 
Table IV-4: Streamlined Process Meeting Minutes 

Meeting Purpose Date Agencies in attendance 
Scoping Team Meeting Discuss the scope of the 

MD 295 Project Planning 
Study and obtain 
feedback from the team 
members 

3/10/05 SHA, MDOT, MAA, FHWA, 
Anne Arundel Co., and Howard 
Co. 

Purpose and Need Field 
Review 

Discuss the project’s draft 
Purpose and Need, 
receive informal agency 
comments, discuss 
various project issues, and 
conduct a site visit 

6/10/05 SHA, USACE, USFWS, 
Baltimore Metropolitan 
Council, and MDP 

Conceptual Alternatives 
Agency Field Meeting 

Discuss the project’s 
conceptual alternatives, 
receive informal agency 
comments, discuss 
various project issues, and 
conduct a site visit 

10/12/05 SHA, Anne Arundel Co., 
MAA, EPA, USACE, USFWS, 
and FHWA 

Project Planning Study Team 
Meeting 

Update the team on the 
proposed alternatives 
being presented at the 
Alternatives Public 
Workshop 

11/14/05 SHA, OMT, FHWA, Anne 
Arundel Co. 

 
B. Elected Officials Correspondence 
A letter sent to an elected official that provides project information and seeks input on the 
stakeholders group is included in Appendix B (page 85). 
 
C. Public Coordination/Comments 

1. Stakeholders Group 
A Stakeholders Group was formed for the MD 295 Project.  The Stakeholders include local 
businesses and community associations.  The role of the Stakeholders Group was to help SHA 
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identify community issues before going to the general public.  The goal of this partnering effort 
between the Stakeholders Group and SHA is to provide an improvement that is responsive to the 
needs of both the community and future travel demands in the region.  The Stakeholders Group 
identified issues relevant to the community early in the process. 
 
The first meeting with the Stakeholders Group took place on February 16, 2005.  The list of 
Stakeholders is shown below in Table IV-5.  The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the 
Stakeholders to the proposal to improve MD 295 and Hanover Road and familiarize them with 
the Project Planning process.  A meeting summary is included in Appendix B, page 86. 
 
The Stakeholders Group identified the following issues as relevant to the community: 

• Proximity of the project to neighborhoods and property impacts 
• Reduction and improvement of traffic 
• How BWI and the proposed project would affect the community 
• Traffic flow to commercial areas 

 
Table IV-5: Stakeholders 

Representative Organization 
Andrew Bing Kramer & Associates 
Christine Bolewski GM Pre-Flight  
Rusty Bristow Harmans Civic Association 
E.A. Canale Electronic Systems 
Gene Condon Arundel Mills 
Marie Cook Provinces Civic Association 
Wayne Dixon Harmans Civic Association 
Patrick Fleming Maryland Department of Transportation 
Richard Forgo Linthicum Shipley Improvement Association 
Ken Glendenning Linthicum Shipley Improvement Association 
Linda Greene BWI Business Partnership 
Catherine Hill Community Partnership 
Robert Kramer Kramer & Associates 
Charles Levay Peach Orchard Civic Association 
Harry Mathews Harmans Civic Association 
Terry McDonnell Crestwood Improvement Association 
Betsy McMillion Harwood Park Neighborhood Improvement Association 
Christine O'Connor Greater Elkridge Community Association 
Mitch Weber Heffner and Weber 
Dan Wilderson, Sr. Salaried Employees Association 
Robin Bowie Maryland Aviation Administration 

 
The SHA held a second meeting with the Stakeholders Group on October 11, 2005, to present 
the results of the Purpose and Need document, along with any materials or information requested 
at the first group meeting.  The SHA presented and described the No-Build Alternative and four 
conceptual alternatives (Alternatives 2 through 5) to the group.  The Project Team received and 
answered questions from various Stakeholders, and the group provided the Project Team with 
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suggestions on how to better convey and describe the project and alternatives.  A summary of 
this meeting is included in Appendix B, page 90.  A Business Coordination Meeting was held 
with representatives of the business community in the project area on May 24, 2006.  The 
purpose of the meeting was to discuss future development in the project area and address any 
concerns or issues regarding the MD 295 project.  A summary of the meeting is included in 
Appendix B, page 95.  The third meeting with the Stakeholder Group was held on Wednesday 
October 25, 2006, to discuss changes and planning progress since the prior meeting on October 
11, 2005, and since the Alternatives Public Workshop that was held on January 11, 2006 
(summarized in the next section).  The SHA and group discussed the ARDS, the addition of 
direct access ramps at MD 170, and the expansion of the project limits from Old Stoney Run 
Road to MD 170, including improvements to the Northrup Grumman entrance.  The group was 
also informed of design changes that had been made as a result of previously expressed concerns 
regarding traffic, the connection to Hanover Road at the CSX tracks, and accomodating 
bicyclists.  A summary of the meeting is included in Appendix B, page 97. 
 

2. Public Workshop 
A MD 295 Alternatives Public Workshop was held on January 11, 2006, at Lindale Middle 
School (415 Andover Road, Linthicum, Maryland).  At the workshop, residents and other 
community representatives had an opportunity to ask questions, review, and comment on the 
conceptual designs of the proposed alternatives.  Of the 94 people that attended the workshop, 
the majority were in favor of the MD 295 Project Planning Study, the construction of a new 
interchange at Hanover Road, and improvements to Hanover Road.  Comment cards were 
provided to all attendees to complete and submit to SHA during or following the workshop.  A 
total of 21 comment cards or notes were returned (Appendix B, pages 102 through 117), and the 
comments are briefly summarized below: 

• Three attendees were not supportive of the proposed project 
• Three attendees were not supportive of a new MD 295 interchange or improvements to 

Hanover Road 
• Most of the comments expressed support for one or more of the build alternatives 
• Concerns expressed regarding access to frontage properties along Hanover Road 
• Concern expressed about minimizing residential impacts 
• Concerns expressed about increased traffic along Hanover Road 
• Concern about accommodating bicyclists and provision of a hiker-biker trail 

As a result of input from the public at the workshop, Alternative 8 was added, a hiker-biker trail 
was added on the north side instead of a sidewalk, and the project limits were extended to 
include improvements to the Corporate Center Drive intersection as well as the Northrop 
Grumman entrance. 
 

3. Other Outreach 
Three religious institutions were contacted to ensure that members were aware of the project, 
offer continued coordination to address concerns, and reach out to potential minority or LEP 
groups.  The Ban Suk Presbyterian Church in America was contacted by telephone on August 
24, 2006.  The Ohn-Nuree Mission Church and Gaines A.M.E. Church were each contacted by 
letter on November 13, 2006.  Documentation of these outreach efforts is included in Appendix 
B, pages 118 through 120). 
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D. Release of Airport Real Property 
The SHA and FHWA are coordinating with the MAA, and the FAA as a cooperating agency, 
regarding this EA and the proposed release of MAA-owned property that would be required for 
the proposed Hanover Road improvements.  This section summarizes the environmental 
resources present on the MAA-owned parcels that would be affected by the MD 295 build 
alternatives.  The fifteen affected parcels are located in Anne Arundel County between BWI and 
MD 295.  Eleven of the parcels are located along Hanover Road between MD 295 and Ridge 
Road (Figures IV.1 through IV.6).  The four remaining parcels are located along Stoney Run 
Road between the Consolidated Rental Car Facility and MD 170 (Aviation Boulevard) (Figure 
IV.7).  The parcels are also noted on the alternatives mapping, Figures II.3 through II.9.  Table 
IV-6 summarizes the affected MAA-owned parcels and the ROW associated with each of the 
MD 295 build alternatives. 
 
The SHA is also coordinating with the MAA and FAA regarding the proposed direct access 
ramp from Stoney Run Road to southbound MD 170 that would fall within the MAA Runway 
Protection Zone.  As initially designed, the ramp was potentially impacting an approach light at 
Runway 10 within the Runway Protection Zone.  At the request of the MAA, SHA modified the 
horizontal alignment of the ramp to avoid impacting the approach light.  The SHA submitted a 
Form 7460-1 (Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration) to the FAA to ensure that the 
improvements within the Runway Protection Zone would not interfere with Federal Aviation 
Regulation Part 77 that establishes standards and notification requirements for objects potentially 
affecting navigable space.  The MAA indicated that “the project does not appear to have any 
impact to Part 77” in letter to the FAA dated July 26, 2007 (Appendix B; page 65).   
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Table IV-6: MAA Parcels Affected by the MD 295 Project 

Amount of Land to be Released (Acres) Affected MAA 
Parcel Number 

Parcel Size 
(Acres) Alt. 3 Alt. 3A Alt. 4 Alt. 4A Alt. 7 Alt. 8 

   36  1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84 1.84 
   43          1.24 0.43 1.24 0.43 1.24 1.24 1.24 
   44  0.50 0.04 0 0.04 0 0 0 
   59  1.40 0.33 1.40 0.33 1.40 1.40 1.40 
   93  3.16 2.28 2.11 2.28 2.11 2.11 2.11 
 108  9.91 0.19 0.14 0.19 0.19 0.19 0.19 
 175  3.09 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 
 182, Lot 1  0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 0.60 
 182, Lot 4  0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 
 182, Lot 5  0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 0.58 
 234  1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 1.09 
 236  1.35 0.34 1.35 0.34 1.35 1.35 1.35 
 270  1.49 1.11 1.49 1.11 1.49 1.49 1.49 
 369  2.49 0.78 0.74 0.78 0.74 1.24 0.74 
 373  0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 
Total        29.82 12.42 15.40 12.42 15.45 15.95 15.45 

 
 
FAA Land Release Process 
On September 30, 2005, the Office of the Inspector General released Management of Land 
Acquired Under Airport Noise Compatibility Programs.  The basis of the audit is compliance 
with Grant Assurance 31 [codified at 49 USC 47101(c)], which states “for land purchased under 
a grant for airport noise compatibility purposes, it will dispose of land, when the land is no 
longer needed for such purposes, at fair market value, at the earliest practicable time.”  Pursuant 
to Grant Assurance 31, approval from the FAA is required to release the Airport sponsor from 
any one of the obligations carried on the land.  For the FAA to properly consider a request for 
land release, the sponsor must present the following information to FAA for review and 
approval: 
 

• The agreement(s) between the United States and the sponsor (AIP number). 
• The specific request (long-term, total release, partial release, transfer, etc.). 
• A reason to why the sponsor is proposing the release, modification, or the action. 
• The facts and circumstances that justify such a request. 
• The requirements of the state or local law that should be provided in the language of the 

FAA issued document granting the request. 
• The property and/or facilities involved. 
• How the property was obtained or acquired by the sponsor. 
• The present conditions and present use of the property. 
• The use of the property once released by the FAA. 
• The Fair Market Value of the property, including a copy of a current appraisal. 
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• The proceeds that are expected from the use or disposition of the property. 
• A comparison of the relative advantage or benefit to the sponsor from the sale or other 

disposition of the property. 
• A metes and bounds description of the property to be released. 
• A sketch or drawing of the property and its relative location. 
• A status of the environmental review and determination. 

 
In accordance with Section 125 of Public Law 10-181, upon receipt of the land release request, 
FAA will post the proposal in the Federal Register for a 30-day public review and comment 
period.  The public notice requirement applies to land that was acquired for airport use with 
Federal assistance.  This EA process serves as the environmental documentation the FAA 
requires in order to make an environmental determination on the effects of releasing any portion 
of MAA-owned property.  By the FAA approving this document, they indemnify themselves of 
any environmental impacts that could occur after the property is released. 
 
 

1. Cultural Resources 
A.D. Marble & Company conducted a Phase I archeological survey in the study area in 2006 
(Emory et al. 2007).  Two potential sites were identified on MAA-owned land.  Site 18AN1345, 
previously recorded as the Preston Gateway North Site B-1 (Maryland Historical Trust 2006), is 
located in Parcel 236.  Site 18AN1353 is located on Parcels 369 and 373.  The Phase I report 
concluded that neither site warranted further archeological investigation.  The State Historic  
Preservation Officer concurred with the findings and conclusions in the Phase I report on May 
15, 2007 (Appendix B, page 54).  
 

2. Natural Resources 
Natural resources and impacts on each MAA-owned parcel are described below.  The parcel 
narratives are followed by a series of tables that summarize impacts to wetlands (Table IV-7), 
waterways (Table IV-8), highly erodible soils (Table IV-9), farmland soils of statewide 
importance (Table IV-10), and forest cover (Table IV-11), as determined from analysis of land 
use/land cover.  No hydric or prime farmland soils would be impacted on the MAA parcels.   
 
Parcel 36 – Parcel 36 is located between MD 170 and the AMTRAK/MARC railway lines 
immediately south of Stoney Run Road (Figure IV.7).  This parcel would be affected by the 
direct access ramp from Stoney Run Road to southbound MD 170.  No wetlands occur at this 
site.  Approximately 96 linear feet of waterway (WUS) 79 would be impacted.  WUS 79 is an 
ephemeral stormwater management channel constructed in uplands that flows in a westerly 
direction across the parcel.  The waterway is approximately five feet wide at its eastern end but 
narrows to approximately two feet at its western end.  At the time of the survey, it contained 
approximately four inches of standing water at its eastern end and was dry at its western end.  
Parcel 36 contains a farmland soil of statewide importance, with an impacted area of 
approximately 1.78 acres.  Vegetation on the site includes a grassy fence line along the western 
boundary and a sparse stand of pine trees.   
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Parcel 43 – Parcel 43 is a 1.24-acre former home site located south of Hanover Road (Figures 
IV.1 through IV.6).  It would be affected by the all of the build alternatives, particularly 
Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7, and 8 that would relocate Hanover Road approximately 200 feet south of 
its existing alignment in the vicinity of the interchange.  Parcel 43 contains a portion of wetland 
(WET) 11, a small, isolated wetland classified as a palustrine, broad-leaved deciduous forested 
(PFO1) wetland.  The remainder of WET 11 is on the adjacent Parcel 236.  The wetland is 
dominated by Nepal microstegium (Microstegium viminea), sensitive fern (Onoclea sensibilis), 
wrinkled goldenrod (Solidago rugosa), southern arrowwood (Viburnum dentatum), tulip tree 
(Liriodendron tulipifera), and red maple (Acer rubrum).  Alternatives 4A and 8 would each 
impact 0.008 acre of WET 11.  None of the build alternatives would impact waterways or 
farmland soils.  Direct impacts to highly erodible soils range from 0.41 to 0.50 acre among 
Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7, and 8.  The site contains a meadow and trees, including tulip tree, red 
maple, and black cherry (Prunus serotina).   
 
Parcel 44 - Parcel 44 is a 0.50-acre former home site located on the north side of Hanover Road 
(Figures IV.1 through IV.6).  It would be impacted by only by Alternatives 3 and 4.  The 0.04 
acre that would be released contains no wetlands, waterways, highly erodible soils, or farmland 
soils.  The site consists of maintained lawn with scattered trees. 
 
Parcel 59 - Parcel 59 is a 1.40-acre former home site located south of Hanover Road (Figures 
IV.1 through IV.6).  There are no impacts to wetlands, waterways, farmland soils, or forests.  
Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7 and 8 would each impact 0.38 acre of highly erodible soils.  The property 
is primarily meadow with a forested area at its southern end and a few additional scattered trees.  
Tree species include tulip tree, red maple and black cherry. 
 
Parcel 93 - Parcel 93 is a 3.16-acre former home site located at the intersection of Hanover Road 
and Ridge Road (Figures IV.1 through IV.6).  Approximately 2.28 acres would be released under 
Alternatives 3 and 4, and 2.11 acres for Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7, and 8.  There are no wetlands or 
waterways on the parcel.  Direct impacts to highly erodible soils would range from 1.20 to 1.32 
acres among the build alternatives.  Direct impacts to farmland soils of statewide importance 
would range from 1.20 to 1.96 acres among the build alternatives.  The site is a patchy mix of 
forest and meadow.  
 
Parcel 108 - Parcel 108 is 9.91 acres in size and spans both sides of New Ridge Road south of 
Stoney Run (Figure IV-7).  The build alternatives would impact 0.14 to 0.19 acre along the edges 
of the parcel.  No wetlands or waterways exist on the affected portions; however, a portion of 
WET 14, a Wetland of Special State concern, occupies other portions of the parcel.  Each of the 
build alternatives would impact 0.04 acres of highly erodible soils and 0.13 acre of farmland 
soils of statewide importance.  A building occupies the property on the west side of New Ridge 
Road.  The property on the east side of New Ridge Road is forested with red maple, tulip tree, 
and black walnut (Juglans nigra).  Each of the build alternatives would impact approximately 
0.02 acre of forest cover. 
 
Parcel 175 - Parcel 175 is a 3.09-acre former home site that borders Old Stoney Run Road north 
of Stoney Run Road (Figure IV.7).  The build alternatives would each impact 1.74 acres for a 
proposed stormwater management site.  No wetlands, waterways, or highly erodible soils exist 
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on the site.  The project would impact approximately 1.74 acres of farmland soils of statewide 
importance.  The parcel consists of an early successional field with scattered trees, shrubs, and a 
forested border.  The site appears to have been disturbed as the ground surface is composed of a 
layer of gravel. 
 
Parcel 182 – Parcel 182 includes Lots 1, 4 and 5.  Lot 1 is 0.60 acre in size and Lots 4 and 5 are 
each 0.58 acre in size.  All are located along the south side of Hanover Road (Figures IV.1 
through IV.6) and would be impacted in their entirety as a result of the proposed improvements 
to Hanover Road.  Lot 1 is a former home site.  Lots 4 and 5 were a single lot with a home site 
on lot 5 at the time of MAA acquisition.  None of the three lots contain wetlands, waterways, 
highly erodible soils, or farmland soils.  Vegetation includes mowed lawn, scattered trees, and 
forest patches.  Forest impacts on lot one would be 0.23 acre for Alternatives 3 and 4, and 0.12 
acre for each of the remaining build alternatives. Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7 and 8 would impact 0.12 
acres of forest on Lot 4, and 0.07 acre on Lot 5. 
 
Parcel 234 – Parcel 234 is a 1.09-acre former home site located on the south side of Hanover 
Road adjacent to Parcel 53 (Figures IV.1 through IV.6).  There are no wetlands or waterways on 
the parcel.  Direct impacts to highly erodible soils range would from 0.24 to 0.60 acre among the 
alternatives, and the property contains no farmland soils.  The parcel is approximately half 
meadow and half forested.  Forest cover impacts would 0.30 acres for Alternatives 3 and 4, and 
0.50 acre for Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7 and 8. 
 
Parcel 236 - Parcel 236 is a 1.35-acre former home site located south of Hanover Road between 
Parcels 43 and 59 (Figures IV.1 through IV.6).  Alternatives 3A, 4A, 7 and 8 would affect the 
entire parcel, while Alternatives 3 and 4 would impact only 0.34 acre of the property.  A portion 
of WET 11 occurs on the site.  This small isolated wetland was described under Parcel 36.  
Approximately 0.04 acres of WET 11 would be impacted by Alternatives 4A and 8.  There are 
no waterways on the parcel.  Impacts to highly erodible soils would range from 0.52 to 0.66 
acres among alternatives 3A, 4A, 7 and 8.  The parcel is approximately half forested and half 
field.  Dominant trees include tulip tree, red maple, and black cherry. 
 
Parcel 270 - Parcel 270 is a 1.49-acre former home site along Hanover Road between MD 295 
and Parcel 43.  It would be impacted by each of the alternatives.  There are no wetlands on the 
parcel, but each of the build alternatives would impact between 117 and 121 linear feet of WUS 
29.  The waterway is an ephemeral stormwater management channel constructed in uplands that 
runs along the south side of Hanover Road.  It has well defined banks, is approximately five feet 
wide, and contained no flow at the time of the survey.  There are no impacts to highly erodible 
soils or farmland soils.  Most of the parcel is wooded with a small field in its northern portion.  
The dominant trees in the forest stand are tulip tree, red maple, and black cherry. 
 
Parcel 369 - Parcel 369 is a 2.49-acre former home site located south of Hanover Road adjacent 
to Parcels 93 and 373 (Figures IV.1 through IV.6).  The build alternatives would impact from 
0.74 to 1.24 acres of the property.  There are no wetlands, waterways, highly erodible soils or 
farmland soils on the portion affected by the alternatives.  The parcel is primarily forest with 
patches of meadow.  Forest impacts would be approximately 0.6 acre for each of the build 
alternatives.  
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Parcel 373 - Parcel 373 is a small (0.50-acre), former home site that is sandwiched between 
Parcels 93 and 369 (Figures IV.1 through IV.6).  The parcel contains no wetlands or waterways.  
Direct impacts to highly erodible soils and farmlands of statewide importance would range 
between 0.01 and 0.03 acre among the build alternatives.  The site is a patchy mix of field and 
trees, and each of the alternatives would impact approximately 0.3 acre of forest cover. 
 
Table IV-7. Wetland Impacts by MAA Parcel Number and Build Alternative 

Wetland Impacts (acres) MAA Parcel Number 
Alt. 3 Alt. 3A Alt. 4 Alt. 4A Alt. 7 Alt. 8 

   36 01 01 01 01 01 01 
   43 0 0 0 0.008 0 0.008 
   44 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   59 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   93 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 108 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 175 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 182, Lot 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 182, Lot 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 182, Lot 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 236 0 0 0 0.035 0 0.035 
 270 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 369 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 373 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 0.089 0.089 0.089 0.132 0.089 0.132 

1 The ramp from Stoney Run Road to southbound MD 170 which falls within MAA's Runway Protection Zone would impact 
0.089 acres of wetlands outside of Parcel 36 within the SHA right-of-way. 
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Table IV-8: Waterway Impacts by MAA Parcel Number and Build Alternative 

Waterway Impacts (linear feet) MAA Parcel Number 
Alt. 3 Alt. 3A Alt. 4 Alt. 4A Alt. 7 Alt. 8 

   36 961 961 961 961 961 961 
   43 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   44 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   59 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   93 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 108 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 175 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 182 Lots 1, 4 & 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 236 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 270 121 121 121 121 117 121 
 369 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 373 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total 217 217 217 217 217 217 

1 The ramp from Stoney Run Road to southbound MD 170 which falls within MAA's Runway Protection Zone would also impact 
150 linear feet of waterways (ephemeral stormwater management channels) outside of Parcel 36 within the SHA right-of-way, 
and 13 linear feet of waterways in Parcel 269. 
 
 
 
 
Table IV-9: Impacts to Highly Erodible Soils by MAA Parcel Number and Alternative 

Impacts to Highly Erodible Soils (acres) MAA Parcel 
Alt. 3 Alt. 3A Alt. 4 Alt. 4A Alt. 7 Alt. 8 

   36 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 
   43 0 0.41 0 0.50 0.43 0.50 
   44 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   59 0 0.38 0 0.38 0.38 0.38 
   93 1.31 1.20 1.32 1.20 1.20 1.20 
 108 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 
 175 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 182 Lots 1, 4 & 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 234 0.24 0.60 0.24 0.60 0.60 0.60 
 236 0 0.52 0 0.66 0.52 0.64 
 270 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 369 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 373 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Total 1.62 3.17 1.63 3.39 3.19 3.38 
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Table IV-10: Impacts to Farmland Soils of Statewide Importance by MAA Parcel Number and 
Alternative 

Impacts to Farmland Soils of Statewide Importance (acres) MAA Parcel 
Alt. 3 Alt. 3A Alt. 4 Alt. 4A Alt. 7 Alt. 8 

   36 1.78 1.78 1.78 1.78 1.78 1.78 
   43 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   44 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   59 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   93 1.31 1.96 1.32 1.20 1.20 1.20 
 108 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 0.13 
 175 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 
 182 Lots 1, 4 & 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 234 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 236 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 270 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 369 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 373 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Total 4.99 4.85 5.00 4.89 4.89 4.89 

 
 
 
 
Table IV-11: Forest Impacts by MAA Parcel Number and Build Alternative 

Impacts to Forest Cover (acres) MAA Parcel 
Alt. 3 Alt. 3A Alt. 4 Alt. 4A Alt. 7 Alt. 8 

   36 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   43 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   44 <0.01 0 <0.01 0 0 0 
   59 0 0 0 0 0 0 
   93 1.57 1.50 1.58 1.50 1.50 1.50 
 108 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 
 175 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 1.74 
 182, Lot 1 0.23 0.12 0.23 0.12 0.12 0.12 
 182, Lot 4 0 0.12 0 0.12 0.12 0.12 
 182, Lot 5 0 0.07 0 0.07 0.07 0.07 
 234 0.30 0.50 0.30 0.50 0.50 0.50 
 236 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 270 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 369 0.60 0.62 0.60 0.62 0.62 0.62 
 373 0.33 0.34 0.33 0.34 0.34 0.34 

Total 4.78 5.04 4.80 5.04 5.04 5.04 
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                 Appendix A: Uniform Relocation Assistance Act 
 



 

Revised: June 10, 2005 
State Highway Administration - Office of Real Estate 

 
 

SUMMARY OF THE RELOCATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM OF THE 
MARYLAND STATE HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION  

 
 
 All State Highway Administration projects utilizing Federal funds must comply with the 
provisions of the Uniform Relocation and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (42 
USC 4601) as amended by Title IV of the Surface Transportation and Uniform Relocation 
Assistance Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-17), Public Law 105-117 in 1997, and Title 49 CFR 
Part 24 in 2005.  State-funded projects must comply with Sections 12-112 and Subtitle 2, 
Sections 12-201 to 12-212, of the Real Property Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland.   
 
 The State Highway Administration’s Office of Real Estate administers the Relocation 
Assistance Program for the Maryland Department of Transportation. 
 
 The aforementioned Federal and State laws require that the State Highway 
Administration provide relocation assistance payments and advisory services to eligible persons 
who are displaced by a public project.  There are two categories of residential occupants:  180-
day owner-occupants and 90-day tenants and short-term owner-occupants.  Non-residential 
occupants may be businesses, farms or non-profit organizations. 
 
 A displaced person that has owned and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 180 days 
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement housing 
payment of up to $22,500.  The replacement housing payment is composed of three parts: a 
purchase price differential; an increased mortgage interest differential; and reimbursement for 
incidental settlement expenses. 
 
 The purchase price differential is the difference between the value paid by the State 
Highway Administration for the existing dwelling and the cost to the displaced owner of a 
comparable replacement dwelling, as determined by the State’s replacement housing study. 
 
 The increased mortgage interest differential is a payment made to the owner at the time 
of settlement on the replacement dwelling to negate the effects of less favorable financing in the 
new situation.  The payment is calculated by use of the “buy-down” mortgage method. 
 
 Reimbursable incidental expenses are necessary and reasonable incidental costs that are 
incurred by the displaced person in purchasing a replacement dwelling, excluding pre-paid 
expenses such as real estate taxes and insurance.  The maximum reimbursable amount for these 
incidental expenses is based upon the cost of the comparable selected in the replacement housing 
study. 
 
 A displaced person who has leased and occupied a subject dwelling for at least 90 days 
prior to the initiation of negotiations for the property may receive a replacement rental housing 
payment of up to $5,250.  The replacement rental housing payment is the difference between the 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 

monthly cost of housing for the subject dwelling, plus utilities, and the monthly cost of housing 
for a comparable replacement rental unit, plus utilities, over a period of 42 months.  Owner-
occupants of 90-179 days prior to the initiation of negotiations for the subject dwelling are 
eligible for the same replacement rental housing payments as tenants. 
 
 As an alternative to renting, a displaced tenant-occupant may elect to apply the rental 
replacement housing eligibility amount toward the down payment needed to purchase a 
replacement dwelling. 
 
 The comparable properties used in calculating any replacement housing payment 
eligibility must comply with all local standards for decent, safe and sanitary (DS&S) housing and 
be within the financial means of the displaced person. 
 
 If affordable, comparable DS&S replacement housing cannot be provided within the 
statutory maximums of $22,500 for 180-day owner-occupants or $5,250 for 90-day tenants or 
short-term owners, the maximums may be exceeded on a case-by-case basis.  This may only be 
done after the completion and approval of a detailed study that documents the housing problem, 
explores the available replacement options and selects the most feasible and cost-effective 
alternative for implementation. 
 
 In addition, eligible displaced residential occupants may be reimbursed for the expense of 
moving personal property up to a maximum distance of fifty (50) miles, using either an actual 
cost or fixed schedule method. 
 
 Actual cost moves are based upon the lower of at least two commercial moving estimates 
and must be documented with receipted bills or invoices.  Other incidental moving expenses, 
such as utility reconnection charges, may also be paid in the same manner. 
 
 As an alternative method, the fixed schedule move offers a lump sum, all-inclusive 
payment based upon the number of rooms to be moved.  Other incidental costs are not separately 
reimbursable with this method. 
 
 Non-residential displaced persons such as businesses, farms or non-profit organizations 
may also receive reimbursement for the expense of relocating and re-establishing operations at a 
replacement site on either an actual cost or fixed payment basis. 
 
 Under the actual cost method, a non-residential displaced person may receive 
reimbursement for necessary and reasonable expenses for moving its personal property, the loss 
of tangible personal property that is not moved, the cost of searching for a replacement site and a 
re-establishment allowance of up to $10,000. 
 
 The actual reasonable moving expenses may be paid for a move by a commercial mover 
or for a self-move.  Payments for the actual reasonable expenses are limited to a 50-mile radius 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 

unless the State determines a longer distance is necessary.  The expenses claimed for actual cost 
moves must be supported by firm bids and receipted bills.  An inventory of the items to be 
moved must be prepared in all cases.  In self-moves, the State will negotiate an amount for 
payment, usually lower than the lowest acceptable bid.  The allowable expenses of a self-move 
may include amounts paid for equipment hired, the cost of using the business vehicles or 
equipment, wages paid to persons who participate in the move, the cost of actual supervision of 
the move, replacement insurance for the personal property moved, costs of licenses or permits 
required and other related expenses. 
 
 In addition to the actual moving expenses mentioned above, the displaced business is 
entitled to receive a payment for the actual direct losses of tangible personal property that the 
business is entitled to relocate but elects not to move.  These payments may only be made after 
an effort by the owner to sell the personal property involved.  The costs of the sale are also 
reimbursable moving expenses. 
 
 If the business elects not to move or to discontinue the use of an item, the payment shall 
consist of the lesser of:  the fair market value of the item for continued use at the displacement 
site, less the proceeds from its sale; or the estimated cost of moving the item. 
 
 If an item of personal property which is used as part of a business or farm operation is not 
moved and is promptly replaced with a substitute item that performs a comparable function at the 
replacement site, payment shall be the lesser of:  the cost of the substitute item, including 
installation costs at the replacement site, minus any proceeds from the sale or trade-in of the 
replaced item; or the estimated cost of moving and reinstalling the replaced item. 
 
 In addition to the moving payments described above, a business may be eligible for a 
payment up to $10,000 for the actual reasonable and necessary expenses of re-establishing at the 
replacement site.  Generally, re-establishment expenses include certain repairs and improvements 
to the replacement site, increased operating costs, exterior signing, advertising the replacement 
location, and other fees paid to re-establish.  Receipted bills and other evidence of these expenses 
are required for payment.  The total maximum re-establishment payment eligibility is $10,000. 
 
 In lieu of all moving payments described above, a business may elect to receive a fixed 
payment equal to the average annual net earnings of the business.  This payment shall not be less 
than $1,000 nor more than $20,000.  In order to be entitled to this payment, the State must 
determine that the business cannot be relocated without a substantial loss of its existing 
patronage; the business is not part of a commercial enterprise having more than three other 
establishments in the same or similar business that are not being acquired; and the business 
contributes materially to the income of a displaced owner during the two taxable years prior to 
the year of the displacement.  A business operated at the displacement site solely for the purpose 
of renting to others is not eligible.  Considerations in the State’s determination of loss of existing 
patronage are the type of business conducted by the displaced business and the nature of the 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 

clientele.  The relative importance of the present and proposed locations to the displaced 
business and the availability of suitable replacement sites are also factors. 
 
 In order to determine the amount of the “in lieu of” moving expense payment, the 
average annual net earnings of the business is to be one-half of the net earnings before taxes 
during the two taxable years immediately preceding the taxable year in which the business is 
relocated.  If the two taxable years are not representative, the State may use another two-year 
period that would be more representative.  Average annual net earnings include any 
compensation paid by the business to the owner, owner’s spouse, or dependents during the 
period.  Should a business be in operation less than two years, the owner of the business may still 
be eligible to receive the “in lieu of” payment.  In all cases, the owner of the business must 
provide information to support its net earnings, such as income tax returns, or certified financial 
statements, for the tax years in question. 
 
 Displaced farms and non-profit organizations are also eligible for actual reasonable 
moving costs up to 50 miles, actual direct losses of tangible personal property, search costs up to 
$2,500 and re-establishment expenses up to $10,000 or a fixed payment “in lieu of” actual 
moving expenses of $1,000 to $20,000.  The State may determine that a displaced farm may be 
paid a minimum of $1,000 to a maximum of $20,000 based upon the net income of the farm, 
provided that the farm has been relocated or the partial acquisition caused a substantial change in 
the nature of the farm.  In some cases, payments “in lieu of” actual moving costs may be made to 
farm operations that are affected by a partial acquisition.  A non-profit organization is eligible to 
receive a fixed payment or an “in lieu of” actual moving cost payment, in the amount of $1,000 
to $20,000 based on gross annual revenues less administrative expenses. 
 
 A more detailed explanation of the benefits and payments available to displaced persons, 
businesses, farms and non-profit organizations is available in the brochure entitled, “Relocation 
Assistance – Your Rights and Benefits,” that will be distributed at the public hearing for this 
project and be given to all displaced persons. 
 
 Federal and State laws require that the State Highway Administration shall not proceed 
with any phase of a project which will cause the relocation of any persons, or proceed with any 
construction project, until it has furnished satisfactory assurances that the above payments will 
be provided, and that all displaced persons will be satisfactorily relocated to comparable decent, 
safe and sanitary housing within their financial means, or that such housing is in place and has 
been made available to the displaced persons. 
 
 In addition, the requirements of Public Law 105-117 provides that a person who is an 
alien and is not lawfully present in the United States shall not be eligible for relocation payments 
or other assistance under the Uniform Act.  It also directed all State displacing agencies that 
utilize Federal funds in their projects to implement procedures for compliance with this law in 
order to safeguard that funding.  To this end, displaced persons will be asked to certify to their 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 

citizenship or alien status prior to receiving payments or other benefits under the Relocation 
Assistance Program. 



 
 

 

                Appendix B: Comments and Coordination Correspondence 
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